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ABSTRACT
This research examined the relationships of cultural
i
orientations to preferences for public relations messages 
on thje Internet websites among college students in South 
Korea1 and in the United States.
There were two studies in this research project.
First;, as a preliminary analysis for survey research, a
i
content analysis was conducted on public relations
Imessages related to selected major types of consumer 
products that United States/South Korean corporations 
presejnt on their websites. Second, a survey examined the 
relationship between preferences for online publicI
relations messages and cultural orientations among United
Statds and South Korean college students.
jSurvey results indicated that preferences for public
relations messages on the corporate websites are related
to different cultural orientations. However, results also
indicated changing patterns of cultural orientations among
college students due to globalization and other
i
characteristics of young generations' living environment.
It was suggested that further research should examine 
respondents' characteristics, tendencies, and patterns in 
PR messages on the websites.
I
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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION
The world is getting smaller. We live in the global
i
village (McLuhan, 1964); we get much information about the
world on TV, radio, newspapers and the Internet. Marketing
and public relations practices have also become part of
this global village. Jang (1997) stated:
I Most corporations are aware of the importance of
I corporation image management in marketing. In
i order to sell the products and continue to 
! prosper, they attempt to foster a favorable 
( business atmosphere in the environment, so 
I public relations are a corporation's main 
! communication activities with its environment.
! (p. 330)
I
Many multinational corporations engage in public relations 
practices through TV, radio, newspaper and Internet.
I
The development of new communication technology
contributes to globalization. Mickey (1998) stated that
I
the Internet has been hailed as the greatest technology of
modern time. Therefore, the Internet is a main factor for
i
globalization; there are no barriers among cultures, time, 
space] countries, and ethnicity.
As the communication through Internet is becoming 
better, as the companies' public relations practices are
Ibecoming global; people around the world can get
information about one particular company's product and can
1
I
i
keep a relationship with a company on its website.
Corporate organizations have real time two-way
i
communication with individuals all over the world through
their, own websites. In other words, if companies have some
conflicts and problems with their strategic audiences,
I
they manage the conflicts and problems with strategic
i
audiences through exchange and cooperation of their
opinions on their own websites.
In fact, corporate websites have become an important
communication medium for companies and consumers. Duke
(2002) asserted that the Web provides a powerful medium
for pjublic relations practitioners to provide information
i
to many different individuals. Since many companies have 
been cloing public relations practice through their own 
websites for international audiences, the public relations 
messages on the websites on the websites can affect people
i
with 'different cultural backgrounds.
i
Purpose of Study
i
;This study was designed to investigate the 
relationships between cultural orientations and 
preferences for public relations messages on the Internet
websites among college students in South Korea and in the
i
United States. In other words, the study focuses on how
2
South:Korean students' and United States students'
cultural orientations are related to their preferences for 
public relations messages presented by major types of 
consumer products corporations such as automobiles,
I
electronic products, and beverage products corporations
1
through their websites.
ISpecifically, the study deals with the following
i
research questions:
1) What are public relations strategies and tactics
I ■
I used by United States/South Korean multinational
I
I corporations on their website?
!
2) What are the similarities and differences
1 between South Korean and United States
! respondents?
i
3) How are South Korean/United States respondents'
[ scores on cultural dimensions such as
■ Individualism/Collectivism, Power Distance,
High/Low Context, Uncertainty Avoidance, and
I
i Masculinity/Femininity related to preferences
: for public relations messages on the Internet?
1
The first question would be investigated by the 
content analysis, and second and third question would be
investigated by the quantitative study. The first research
3
I
i
i
i
question would be able to support the second and third 
question as the preliminary research.
i
I
i
ii
i
i
i
i
I
i
i
i
i
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CHAPTER TWO
: REVIEW OF LITERATURE
i
( Hofstede's and Hall's Cultural Dimensions 
and Characteristics
Hofstede (1980) introduced four cultural dimensions: 
Individualism/Collectivism, Power Distance, Uncertainty
I
Avoidance, and Masculinity/Femininity. Also, Hall (1976)
differentiated between High/Low Context communication.
1
First, one of the dimensions is
j
Individualism/Collectivism. Hofstede (1980) stated:
I In individualistic cultures, people are supposed
j to look after themselves and their immediate
i family only, whereas in collectivistic cultures,
; people belong to ingroups or collectivities 
i which are supposed to look after them in 
j exchange for loyality. (p. 419)
I
The emphasis in individualistic cultures is on
I
individuals' initiative and achievement, whereas in
collectivistic cultures emphasis is placed on belonging to
i
groups. Hofstede (1991) classified the United States with
i
the strongest individualism and Asian countries such as
i
China,: Japan and South Korea under collectivistici
cultures.
Another cultural dimension is Power Distance by 
Hofstede (1980). Hofstede (1980) defined power distance
as :
5
The extent to which the less powerful members of 
institutions and organizations accept that power 
is distributed unequally, (p. 467)
According to Hofstede, parents in high power distance 
cultures value obedience in their children, and students
value conformity and display authoritarian attitudes more
than do those in low power distance cultures. In
iIorganizations, close supervision, fear of disagreement 
with authority, lack of trust among co-workers, and 
directed supervision are all manifested more in high power 
distance cultures than in low power distance cultures.
Hofstede (1991) classified most western countries such as
the United States as having a low degree of power
Idistance, whereas Asian countries such as China, Japan,
and South Korea have a high degree of power distance.
I
Another cultural dimension is Uncertainty Avoidance
I
by Hofstede (1980), Hofstede (1980) stated:
1 For uncertainty and ambiguity, which expresses 
j itself in higher levels of anxiety and energy
i release, greater need for formal rules and
absolute truth, and less tolerance for people or 
groups with deviant ideas or behavior, (p. 395)I
Members of high uncertainty avoidance cultures tend 
to display emotions more than do members of low 
uncertainty avoidance cultures, whereas members of low 
uncertainty avoidance cultures have lower stress levels 
and weaker superegos, and accept dissent and taking risks
6
more than do members of high uncertainty avoidance
cultures. Hofstede (1980) found that in comparison to
i
members of low uncertainty avoidance cultures, members of 
high uncertainty avoidance cultures resist change more, 
have higher levels of anxiety, and have higher levels ofI
intolerance for ambiguity, worry about the future more,
see loyalty to their employer as more a virtue, have a
lower;motivation for achievement, and take fewer risks.
Hofstede (1991) showed that cultures high in 
uncertainty avoidance include Asian countries such as 
China> Japan, and South Korea and cultures low in 
uncertainty avoidance include Western countries such as
United States and Canada.
Another cultural dimension is Masculinity/Femininityi
by Hofstede (1980):
I High masculinity involves a high value-placed on
| things, power, and assertiveness, whereas
| systems in which people, quality of life, and
j nurturance prevail are low on masculinity or
! high on femininity, (p. 420)
I
Hofstede (1980) found that in comparison to people in 
feminine cultures, people in masculine cultures have 
stronger motivation for achievement; view work as more 
central to their lives; accept their company's 
interference in their private lives; have higher job 
stress; have greater value differences between men and
7
women|in the same position; and view recognition,
advancement, or challenge as more important to their
I
satisfaction with their work, in addition, people in
feminine cultures consider welfare, the environment, and 1 'I
healtli care as most important values. Hofstede (1991) 
classified cultures in which masculinity tends to
i
!
predominate as Japan and South Korea. However, in 
particular, unlike Japanese society characterized as 
"masculine culture," Korean society is relatively
I
"feminine society" where femininity means caring and
j
hospitality (Hofstede, 1980). The United States falls in
the middle on this dimension.
i
Sigh/Low Context distinction was proposed by Hall
(1976). Hall (1976) stated:
1 A high context communication or message is one 
! in which most of the informa.tion is either in
the physical context or internalized in the 
person, while very little is in the coded, 
explicit, transmitted part of the message, a 
low-context communication, in contrast, is one 
in which the mass of information is vested in 
the explicit code. (p. 70)
He said that Asian countries such as Japan, China, and
South Korea belong to a high context culture, which means
indirect, implicit, and ambiguous communication, whereas
most western countries such as United States and Canada
8
belong to a low context culture, which means direct andij
explicit communication.
International Public Relations and 
Cultural Dimensions
International Public Relations
The world today is comprised of interpenetrating 
systems; Global interaction among political systems,
i
cultures, and organizations is a fact of life (Vercic &
Grunig, 1996) . Therefore, exploring the similarities and
i
differences of public relations practices is a
cross-Jcultural context. Culbertson and Chen (1996) stated:
I
Among
Relations among publics have become more 
complex, fragile and often hostile... due to... 
alliances, nationalism, and the Internet, (p. 4)
many topics, the public relations practices of
corporations become of interest, and there are some
!
theories (cultural relativism and ethnocentrism) to
idevelop global theory of public relations. A culturally 
relative theory would maintain that public relations must 
be different in every society to fit into the culture of 
that society.
Whereas, an ethnocentric theory would maintain that a 
single theory is appropriate for all societies, although 
the theory developed generally reflects the cultural 
assumptions and values of the society from which it
9
originated (Vercic & Grunig, 1996). Also, understanding
one' s own culture may be as critical to effective public
relations as understanding the key cultural variables that 
affect! others' communication behavior (Vercic & Grunig, 
1996)
On the other hand, Botan (1992) noted that
multinational corporations failed to recognize cultural
differences and variations of infrastructure in each
country through global approaches. He suggested the
reformation of scholarship and practice beyond
ethnocentrism. Similarly, Kinzer and Bohn (1985) contended
!
that multinational corporations should consider various 
factors, such as cultural and economic differences, and
emphasize the need of intercultural trainings for! ;
professionals. From the cultural theories, Sriramesh and
1
White | (1992) explained:
I ...linkages between culture and communication 
and culture and public relations are parallel 
because public relations is primarily a 
communication activity, (p. 609)
I
Sriramesh and White (1992) also argued that culture has 
affected the worldviews and communication practices of 
managers and practitioners. Because the public relations,
which is a communication activity, is driven by the
worldviews of practitioners and decision makers, culture
10
affectis public relations. Zaharna (2001) mentioned the 
closejrelationship between intercultural communication and
iIinternational public relations, Zaharna (2001) stated:
Three identifiable research approaches emerged 
within intercultural communication: 
culture-specific; culture-general; and 
intercultural interaction. In international 
public relations, the culture-specific approach 
is very much exemplified by the studies 
Culbertson termed comparative public relations. 
These comparative studies describe the public 
relations practices in different countries and 
geographic regions, (p. 136)
Also, Zaharna (2001) asserted that the public relations
practitioners must overcome difficulties in various
cultures in order to engage the client and communicate
with diverse audiences having different cultural
I
background. Hence, it is important to examine the
I
relationship between the cultural dimensions measuring
I
different cultural backgrounds and international public
i
relations?
I
Cultural Dimensions and International Public
Relations
a!s mentioned before, the public relations messages on 
the ccmpanies' websites can affect international audiences
with different cultural backgrounds. Therefore, cultural 
dimensions by Hofstede (1980) and Hall (1976) are of 
significance in studying international public relations
practices of corporate organizations,
11
For example, Sung (2002) stated that leadership,
i
performance, and achievement of CEOs are regarded as a
I
main value of companies on their websites in the
individualistic culture such as United States culture andI
each CEO' leadership, vision and talent of United States 
companies are considered on the companies' websites in the
i
United States culture. On the other hand, Asian companies
such As Japanese and South Korean companies emphasize
i
their I history, tradition, founders and their families; inI
Asia,!the founders and chairmen or presidents had been 
thought to be the owner of the company, and still the 
family regulates the business for generations.I
Sung (2002) concluded that those characteristics areII
from different cultural dimensions: individualism and low
I
degree of power distance in United States companies and
I
collectivism and high degree of power distance in Asian
i
companies. Sung (2002) also found that American companies
I
are open with their information, that they provide
I
detailed information and activities, and that the messages
i
are clear on the websites in accordance with low degree of 
uncertainty avoidance culture. On the other hand, Asian 
companies tended to post abstract and implied information 
on their websites and their messages are unclear and
12
ambiguous in accordance with high context and high degree 
of uncertainty avoidance culture.
i
Also, Sung (2002) contended that Asian companies are 
relatively superficial in their community relations; they 
tend to' display examples of activities and programs for 
community's issues such as environment, welfare, and 
health care. Sung (2002) also found that in an
I.
individualistic society such as United States, people of 
various social and racial/ethnic backgrounds tend to have 
many different kinds of opinions and tendencies.
Therefore, American companies have to care about
communities and employees in order to catch up with
Ivarious people's opinions and tendencies and so on. On the 
other J hand, in the collectivistic society such as South
IKorea; there are very few races. Essentially, in South
Korea, there is only one racial group, so the targeted
audiences tend to be limited. Therefore, South Korean
i
companies might not consider much the possibility of other
communities and social groups.
I
Acknowledging that, the relationship between cultural
dimensions and international public relations is mutual, 
international public relations practitioners have been
considering different cultural values based on cultural
i
dimensions. In addition, cultural values have been
i
i
13
Iaffecting international public relations practices. Hence,
in the next section, United States and South Korean
cultural characteristics and their respective corporate
cultures and values are examined.
I
!
! South Korean Culture and Corporate Culture
i
South I Korean Culture
I
Many scholars have conducted research about the
I
characteristics of South Korean culture; South Korea is
i
regarded as a society with high power distance, high
i
collectivism, less tolerance of, uncertainty, high
i
masculinity, and high context culture (Hofstede, 1980).
I
Hofstede (1991) investigated the characteristics of
South;Korean culture in terms of cultural dimensions; he
Idescribes the following phenomena observed m South Korean
i
society that are closely associated with the high power
I
distance, collectivism, and strong uncertainty avoidance 
in South Korean culture. Regarding power distance:
±) Parents teach obedience to their children.
i
2) Parents play significant roles in their
children's choice of schools and study subjects 
at college, marriage partners, and other major
decisions.
i
I
I
i
i
14
I
I
3) Bosses do not mingle with normal employees in 
j informal situations.
4) Privilege of powerful people is taken for
i
j granted.
I
Regarding collectivism:
I
1) The ingroup members would not ignore the 
suffering of fellow members. They would 
voluntarily offer assistance individually or
| collectively.
i
I
2) The ingroup members generously overlook the
1
! mistakes of other members.
I
3) Group or public interest is more important than
I
! private interest.
Regarding the strong uncertainty avoidance:
j) Parents are extremely concerned about the
j wholesome growth of their children. There are
I
i rather strict norms for dress, hairstyle, habit
i
and speech, which would distinguish them from
"dangerous hoodlums."
2) Job security is a high priority in life. Most
South Korean workers do not change their jobs
unless they are forced.
3) South Korean society highly values tradition and
tends to be very conservative. They tend to
15
resist new ideas and innovations, and are
intolerant of deviants and minorities.
4) The South Koreans are very inquisitive about
private matters of other people. Without knowing
the details about the people they want to 
associate with, they feel insecure about 
establishing a close relationship with them.
Kim (2001) observed that South Koreans belong to a 
collectivistic, masculine, high power distance, and
low-risk avoidance culture. Kim (2001) stated:
i South Koreans do not go to a restaurant or 
, cafeteria alone as they feel isolate, the
distance between superiors and subordinates is 
high in the South Korea, South Koreans are quick 
in understanding the intention of their
counterpart. (51 6)
Cho (1999) described South Koreans' tendency towards
collectivism:
I think that because South Koreans must 
categorize people in their minds into certain 
age groups, and social groups in order to even 
be able to begin to talk with them, South Korean 
people tend not to think of a person as an 
individual, but rather more for the role that he 
or she fills in society. (51 3)
Cho (1999) also found the characteristics of South Korean
culture exhibited by Korean students in United States
universities, Cho (1999) stated that collectivism affected
South Korean students to appear passive and very modest
16I
I
i
IIduring whole class discussion to the United States
i
students' viewpoint. There was a strong sense of the
importance of the group and the students conceived
J
themseilves as part of a group.
High power distance also made them look passive and
i
silent( during whole class discussion, they regarded 
profesjsors as an'authority figure that should lead and 
controjl the class. South Korean students' anxiety during 
classrpom discussion came from their strong avoidance of
I
uncertainty.
Furthermore, Jung and Francis (2001) mentioned that
Korean people are higher in power distance than westerni
people! such as North Americans. Yum (1988) also stated 
that all social systems are hierarchical in Korea as is 
typicah. of Asian countries. ,
South Korean Corporate Culture
Riesearchers have connected South Koreani
organijzational culture with South Korean cultural values:
Icollectivism, high power distance, high context, high
uncertainty avoidance, and masculinity. The ownership of
Korean large business
founder's children as
group,| when Lee Byung
Samsung group, died,
(chaebols) has been passed onto the
in the case of the Samsung chaebol
Chull, who was the founder of
the business passed onto his son Lee
17
IKun Hee (Paisley, 1993). He has taken over the company,
and performs all-important tasks and continues in the top
j
management function, previously done by his father. In 
Korean culture, the eldest son occupies a particularly
I
important place in the family. His relationship to his 
siblings is akin to the father of the family (Chung,
1997) .' In fact, the eldest son is expected to inherit
family assets and succeed his father in taking over 
responsibility for the family. This inheritance system is 
also applied to managerial succession. Koreans generally 
believe that the ownership of a business should be kept in
the family (Kenna & Sondra, 1995). A common characteristic
i
of the Korean management style is authoritarian but
paternalistic leadership (Chang & Chang, 1994). It is
i
reinforced by a clear hierarchical order and vertical 
communication (Jonathan, 1985), and such managerial 
behavior is acceptable in a hierarchy-based Confucian 
culture (Koo & Nahm, 1997). It is further enhanced by the 
centralized managerial structure and found in Korean firms
and by the generally obedient and passive attitude of
Korean subordinates.
Kim (2002) also investigated the characteristics of
South .Korean corporate culture, Kim (2002) stated:
18
I Most of the large-size corporations belonging to 
the chaebols (business conglomerates) started 
from small family business without accumulated 
capital, and grew rapidly due to capital
1 borrowed under government guidelines, the
j corporate culture of the chaebols can be taken
' to represent that of Korean corporations on the
I whole, (p. 78)
i
Kim (2002) also found that the characteristics of
I
corporate culture differ from one "chaebol" group to1
another based on differences in the business philosophies
i
of the! owners. Kim (2 0 02) said that the Hyundai group, the
Itop ranking "chaebol" in South Korea, places emphasis on
the spirit of adventure and a tenacious drive, the
i
determination to overcome any obstacles in achieving one's
i
goals,! this corporate culture was greatly influenced byI!
Hyundai's founder. The Samsung group, the second ranking
'chaebol," puts emphasis on "rationalism" and
"perfectionism" in accordance with the management ideology
i
i.of the founder. As indicated above, South Korean
i
corporations tend to be owned and operated by
i
owner-imanagers, regardless of size. Thus, even company
i
assets seem to be regarded as the private property of the
i
owner, much in the manner of a small family business, and
even corporate capital may be at the owner's disposal,. As
a result, the business group becomes a kingdom, with the
all-powerful owner-manager at the top of authoritarian
19
I
I
command structure (Moon, 2000). Relationships between
employees and employers in South Korean corporations are
i
based |not only on a hierarchal structure, but also on a
sensejof social distance between management and employees.
I
In other words, South Korean corporate culture is notable
I
for the widespread feeling of relative deprivation and 
social distance among the organizational members (Kim,
2002) j
Moreover, Jung and Francis (2001) found that the
Korean management style seldom emphasizes that employee
I
satisfaction and their own opinion for management of the
i
company should be considered. Young and Franke (2000) also
I
found I that unethical practices would be of less concern to
i
top management in high power distance cultures such as
I
Korea 'than in low power distance cultures such as United
l
States. In addition, a top manager can regulate the 
communication system of the organization without
interference and mandate the organization's stance on
i
issues (Kim, 2002).
i
United States Culture and Corporate Culture
United States Culture
Hofstede and Bond (1987) identified American culture
as individualistic society. With reference to the
20
definition of low-context culture and high context culture
Iprovided by Hall (1976), American culture was considered
to be on the low-context side.
Hofstede (1991) showed that United States culture is
high individualism, the most individualistic of any 
country with a small power distance. Everyone takes care
of himself or herself. Identity is based on individuality.
Involvement with organizations is calculated. Relatively
Ismalljpower distance; inequality in society minimized.
j
Superiors are accessible and on equal footing.
i
Matsumoto, Kudoh, and Takeuchi (1996) supported
I
previous characteristics of United States culture,
American culture has typically been viewed as
i
individualistic, and Americans tend to view themselves asI
autonomous, independent people who are fundamentally 
separate from others. Matsumoto et al. (1996) also
mentioned that American individualism encourages 
self-expression and the pursuit of individual dreams and
goals, and highlights personal emotions.
I
Johnson and Mohler (2000) investigated general
i
characteristics of United States culture by Hofstede's
(1980) and Hall's (1976) cultural dimensions. Johnson and
Mohler (2000) stated:
21
II The literature describes individualism as one of
i the most dominant values operating in mainstream
j US culture. Rehabilitation counseling and the 
i work of independent living centers, for example,
| focus on the individual with a disability; 
j services, procedures, and rules are geared to 
I that person, individualism is most highly 
I associated with moral values in American
! society, (p. 109)
i
Grimm^ Church, Katigbak, and Reyes (1999) found that 
United States society is a high individualistic society
i
through the comparison and contrast of United States, and
Philippine college students' tendency towards
I
individualism/collectivism. They said that United States
i
students scored higher in individualism than Philippine
students. Triandis (1988) discovered that Americans have
i
I
valued individual progress, self-confidence, status,
I
serenity, achievement, and joy based on high
i
individualistic society.
Regarding the high-low context, Johnson and Mohler
I
(2000)1 stated:
i
1 US culture is markedly low-context in its 
J reliance on positivistic criteria for truth and 
I in its tendency to exclude and treat as 
j irrelevant the complexities of human perception 
j and personal interaction, (p. 111-112)
i
In regards to the characteristic of power distance in 
United States, Okabe (1983) mentioned that Americans place 
great value on symmetrical relationships, minimizing
differences that might suggest inequality. Moreover, Okabe
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(1983) also mentioned that Americans' use words based on
low context culture. Okabe (1983) stated:
; Americans' tendency to use explicit words is the 
i most noteworthy characteristic of their 
j communicative style, they prefer to employ such
j categorical words as absolutely, certainly, and
j positively, (p. 34)
I
Goon and Kemmelmeier (2001) investigated
I
individualism and collectivism variability within the
United States because there are many kinds of ethnic
i ,
groups such as African-American, Asian, European, and
i
Latinq American in the United States.. Coon and KemmelmeierI
(2001)! stated:
j Especially, African Americans and Asian 
, Americans Were higher in collectivism compared 
j to European Americans, the cultural practices of
minority groups are linked to country of origin, 
i (p. 359)
Stephan, Saito, and Barnett (1998) also investigated the 
changing tendency of original cultural value, which each
country has kept among the young people by Japanese and
I
United States college students. Stephan et al. (1998)I
stated:
Originally, Japanese society is high 
collectivistic, but Japanese college students 
are becoming less collectivistic than older 
working adults, A similar process has taken 
place in the United States, with collectivistic 
influences permeating the highly individualistic 
US society, (p. 742)
23
Ii
Matsumoto et al. (1996) also mentioned changing patterns
i
of culture in United States in their comparison of the
I
United States and in Japan. The increasing diversity of a
United States population that essentially harbors more
collectivistic cultural values may also bring out more
collectivism. In addition, regarding masculinity and
i
femininity, Runge, Frey, Gollwitzer, Helmreich, and Spence
(1981) found that United States students have relatively 
higher masculinity tendency than other Western countries
such as Germany.
i
United States Corporate Culture
When it comes to the characteristics of United Statesi
Iorganizational culture, a study that surveyed a thousand
managers from United States firms showed that corporate
values reflect those of the national culture (Yeh, 1995);
for instance, the United States culture, which is high on
i
individualism, predisposed the United States companies to
use more communication and coordination and resort to
short4term performance evaluations (Ueno, 1992) . Webster 
and Sundaram (1998) examined the cultural’ values and
United States organizational culture. Webster and Sundaram
(1998) argued:
US firms are likely to have cultures
characterized by innovation, outcome
orientation, and aggressiveness. Further, these
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cultural values that characterize the US firms 
, are likely to impact their business performance,
1 because their business strategies and the 
| resulting successes are attributable to their 
1 cultural values, (p. 68)
In addition, studies of the increasing significance
i
of CEO in the American business showed the emphasis on
jindividualism. CEOs were like product brands or household
names) and thought to be a major force in the success of
I
business by diverse stakeholders. Their reputation is an 
important factor in purchasing stocks for investors, and 
theiricapability and credibility also attracts new talent
j
(Sung, 2002) . Moreover, the value of the celebrity CEO as
a marketing tool is increasing; they increased sales with
I
free advertising worth millions of dollars. CEOs build
positive corporate images in the American business
j
(Gaines-Ross & Komisarjevsky, 1999).
Sung (2002) also found that Products are most
i
1frequently used for corporate identity, and online
purchase functions are employed for both products/services
I
and stocks in the American corporate culture. Kume (1985)
I
investigated United States corporate culture based on high 
individualism. Kume (1985) argued that individual 
competition is stressed within the context of hierarchical
I
and power relationships. Kume (1985) also examined United
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I
I
I
I
I
I
States corporate culture's traits of decision-making. Kume
i
(1985) stated:
! Decision-making in the United States is usually 
! a business of an individual making up his or her 
j mind-primarily an internal mental process within
: oneself, (p. 248)
ijifith regard to the relationship between uncertainty 
avoidance and corporate culture in the United States,
Hofstede (1991) described the relationship between
i
uncertainty avoidance and one particular characteristic of
I
IUnited States corporate culture as follows:
In the United States, tendencies to accept 
j accounting traditions as established facts have 
j resisted attempts to base them on general j postulates, (p. 383) !
l
On the other hand, changes in corporate culture in
i
United States are also observed. Matsumoto et al. (1996)
I
contended that economic changes have often forced a new
!
visiou of values in business marked by increased
conservatism, interdependence and collectivistic values in
I
the United States corporate world.
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CHAPTER THREE
CONTENT ANALYSIS
The Background of Public Relations 
! on the Websites
j
The global media have helped to integrate publics and 
issues worldwide (Hiebert, 1992). Especially, the Internet
network plays a role in global media coverage; many people
i
can get global news, share global issues and integrate
i
audiences through the Internet. Moreover, the Internet can
affect many fields as a medium of communication, business,
ii
marketing, advertising, and public relations. Kim (2001)
Iargued that new technology promoted the interactivity of
organization, the circulation of capital and physical
I
produtt and the convergence of new economical structure 
through the communication technology. Internet has become 
an essential form of communication for many companies and 
an increasingly powerful and necessary resource for 
socio-economics. Hence, many corporate organizations
i
currently have their own websites to do their business and 
marketing.
Esrock and Leichty (2000) described the difference
between traditional mass media and the Internet as the
communication tool as follows:
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I' Unlike traditional mass media, the Internet and 
the World Wide Web, because of the nature of the 
interactive technology, allow organizations to
i address multiple audiences'simultaneously with
individualized content that is of interest to
: each group, (p. 340)
I
Park (2001) insisted that the companies' websites should
include their public relations, marketing, and advertising
ii
to approach publics. Taylor, Kent, and White (2001) also
inoted!that web sites of corporate organizations could be 
effective tools for their business operations. Taylor et
i
al. (2001) stated:
i Web sites are often one of many resources in an 
arsenal of advertising, philanthropy, issues
i management, and community relations efforts.
I (p. 267)
However, Park (2001) pointed out that the websites 
were just one-way media; to disseminate information about 
company's 'good' doing, to build a certain image, and to
set an agenda. He suggested that public relations need a
more effective and strategic use of the Internet. Hence,
the present study first examines the United States and
I
South Korean corporations' public relations practices on
the websites.
United States/South Korean Corporations' 
Public Relations Practices on the Web
i
While many companies in the world are currentlyii
practicing their public relations activities on the
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I
i
I
websitzes, the effectiveness of the public relations
i
practices is likely to be affected by cultural values of
the addience. Therefore, the question is: What are public
!
relations strategies and tactics used by United States and
SouthiKorean multinational corporations on their websites?
I
According to Babbie (2001), content analysis is:
j Effective in revealing content information and
, making comparisons. In content analysis,
j communications-oral, written, or other-are coded
j or classified according to some conceptual
j framework, (p. 317)
I
The content of companies' websites of selected companies 
is analyzed on the assumption that these companies are
representatives for achieving international public
1
relations on their companies' websites.
The companies in the project are multinational
I
corporations that have their own websites. The research
assumes that the culture of a region where a company
1
belongs influences its corporate culture and the
characteristics of public relations practices that are
I
reflected on corporate websites. Major types of consumer
products corporations such as automobiles, electronic
products, and beverage products companies are selected: 
Ford and GM as automobile companies in United States,
Hyundai and Kia automobiles companies in South Korea.
j
Motorola and Intel electronics companies are from United
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1i
States, Samsung and LG electronics companies are from
South;Korea. Coca-cola and Pepsi Co. beverages companies
i
i
are from United States, Lotte Chilsung and Haitai
Ibeverages companies are from South Korea. The content
I
analysis was intended to examine Public relations
i
strategies and tactics used by multinational corporations
on their websites.
i
These companies' websites are analyzed based on the
i
sections of each corporate web site, which targets
i
i
different kinds of publics such as customers, investors,
medial and employees on the websites. Every corporate web
isite has different language versions such as the language
i
of its local headquarters and English as a global
I
language, among them; English sites are analyzed for
iUnited States companies, while Korean sites are analyzed
i
for South Korean companies. The sample web sites were
selected and the content of the pages was examined. The 
results are presented and compared in relation to the
cultural differences.
i
I
i
j Results
First, American companies such as Ford, GM, Motorola, 
Intel/ Coca-cola, and Pepsi Co. tend to emphasize
products, marketing and CEOs. For example, Ford, GM, and
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Motorola contain a marketing section rather than a public
I
relations section on the websites.I
1. CEO and Information about CEOs Section on the United
States Companies' WebsitesI
The CEO section and information about CEOs are more 
detailed than Asian companies; companies use much 
space for CEO's personal information such as 
biography, leadership philosophy, and portraits. For
example, Ford and Motorola link each CEO's personal
!
information and their messages on the websites. 
Especially, Ford and GM offer not only each CEO's 
profile but also their important speeches as link on 
the websites (www.ford.com) (www.gm.com).
2. Product and Marketing Section on the United States
Companies' Websites
Ford, Motorola, and GM, both of them provide detailed 
product information, for example, Ford and GM provide 
detailed product information by each different brand, 
and they have a detailed vehicle showroom to let 
customers get the information about products. They
have also a vehicle financing section in order to 
give customers many effective opportunities to buy 
through rebates and discounts. Coca-cola and Pepsi 
Go. also provide product information through each
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brand (www.coca-cola.com), (www.pepsico.com). Ford 
and Motorola link the marketing section on the
websites. In addition, Motorola lets consumers searchI
for product information and buy products on the
i
websites, the name of this section is "shop"
I
l(www. motorola . com) .
I
3. The Other Characteristics on the United States
Companies' Websites
’ Ford celebrates its 100th year anniversary this year,
Iand has special materials such as pictures and flash
I
Visual images about Ford history with their CEOs and
products on the website, and GM provides their
I
history with American automobile history in order to 
present their dedications to American automobileiI
history. And all of the selected American companies 
provide several foreign language versions besides 
English such as Spanish, German, French, Italian, 
Chinese, Japanese, and Korean version and so on for
international audiences. Intel, Coca-cola and Pepsi
co also provide many various international
subsidiaries and many foreign languages sites all
over the world (www.intel.com), (www. coca cola.com),
(www.pepsico.com). All of the American companies 
provide each brand and product they have been
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producing on the websites. For example, Ford and GM
link and operate each brand site such as Volvo,II
Mazda, Buick, and Chevrolet and so on. Pepsi Co. also
has links to each brand site such as Tropicana, 
Gatorade, Fritolay, Pepsi, and Quaker independently.
j
When it comes to the overall analysis of South Korean
i
companies, they tend to emphasize founders' and chairmen
or presidents' personal information and corporate history
j
to establish corporate vision and images on the websites.
i
All of the Korean companies have more than two versions: 
one in the native language and ithe other in English, 
Chinese, Spanish, French, and German for international
audiences. Among them, this research project analyzes the
i
Korean site. 1
I
1. The Founders and Chairmen or Presidents Section onI
I
the South Korean Companies' Websites
i
South Korean companies include information about
their founders. The information is usually 
biographies and memorial materials about the founding
person. For example, the Samsung site provides a
!
founder and chairman biography, their business
philosophy, and an archive of their speeches within
I
the website (www.samsung.com). Other South Korean 
companies, especially, Lotte Chilsung provides
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founder's biography with his business philosophy on 
the website (www.lottechisung.com).
2. The History section on the South Korean Companies'
Websites
lAlthough American companies provide corporate history 
information on the websites, South Korean companies
emphasize history even more. They include a
chronology of business development on their websites. 
For example, Samsung and Hyundai-motor sites provide
Ithe meaning of the name Samsung and Hyundai-motor 
with corporate identity and history on their 
websites. Hyundai-motor & Kia, LG, and two beverage 
products companies provide their products development 
with corporate history on the website named "cyber
i
auto museum" (www.hyundai-motor.com).
3. The Public Relations Section on the South Korean
Companies' Websites
I
South Korean companies tend to use public relations 
as marketing and promotions on their websites. For
example, Samsung's public relations section, named
"Press Center" provides the company's promotional 
materials such as corporate photos, advertisement and
I
promotional videos. Samsung's advertising archive 
includes domestic and international corporate
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I
i
i
ir
i
advertising in print, TV, and Internet. Hyundai-motor
i
company public relations site named "Public Relations
i
Information System" provides news information about
i
Hyundai-motor from newspaper, photos, and automobile 
business statistics on the websites. LG, Lotte
Chilsung and Haitai Beverage also provide their
I
commercials and galleries under the public relations
I
site■www.lottechilsung.com), (www.htb.com),
I
(www.lg.com).
4. Business Statistics on the South Korean Companies'
i
Websites!
South Korean companies tend to use numbers such as
I
asset/capital, revenue/income, employee numbers and
l
product scales. For example, Hyundai-motor and
i
Samsung state their business statistical reports on
I
the web sites as follows:
l
I The company's financial results exceeded
! analysts' forecasts in 2001 when it posted 23.4
1 percent growth in unit sales and a 74.5 percent
I improvement in net income.
' (www.hyundai-motor.com)
i
The Samsung site says, "2002 net income reached KRW
7.05 trillion on total sales of KRW 40.5 trillion" 
j)www. Samsung. com) . The other South Korean companies 
tend to emphasize their business statistics in order
I
tpo present their development to audiences. The Kia
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The
The
motors site states, "Cumulative production reaches 10
million units" (www.kia.co.kr).
LG site states:
From the beginning of this process, LG has 
attracted US$6.5 billion in foreign investment 
capital, the most ever for a Korean company.
(www.lg.co.kr)
Lotte Chilsung site states:
1999 Grown to be Asia's Number One Beverage 
Manufacturer In 1997, Lotte Chilsung's sales 
totaled 850 billion Korean Won (US$740 Mil) 
which accounted for 35% domestic market share, 
(www.lotte.co.kr)
The Haitai Beverage states " Haitai beverage's
total sales in 1999 was over $500 million"
I
(www.htb.co.kr).
5. Overseas Network on the South Korean Companies'
Websites
All of them have sites for overseas business
separately; their size and capacity affect the
history of global business and the number of overseas 
subsidiaries in the world. For example, the companies 
having a long history in international trade such as
i
Samsung, LG, Hyundai and Kia motors have many
overseas subsidiaries websites made in different
languages. However, the Lotte Chilsung and Haitai
Beverage have only English site because they have a
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relatively short history with international trade, 
tor example, the Lotte Chisung states about 
international trade, "The company entered into 
production and sales contacts with Del Monte in 1982"
l(ww. lottechilsung. co . kr) .
1
. The next section is specific analysis of the content
I
of companies' website, different kinds of publics such as
customers, investors, media, and employees on the websites
are analyzed on the websites.
i
1. Investor relations section on the United States and
South Korean Companies' Websites
An investor relation function is important in
j
American companies' sites, whereas South Korean
'companies seem to consider them not as important;
II
jSouth Korean companies have a limited amount of
financial and business statistics information.
i
ten terms of investor relations, all selected American
!
^companies use their websites as direct communication 
Jchannels with investors, analysts and journalists. 
Regarding the annual reports, they are essential 
items for American companies. Some parts of annual 
reports such as CEO messages or annual meeting 
reports are separated. Therefore, American companies 
release the financial practice to the public through
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I
these reports. Regarding the stock information, for 
example, Ford, Motorola, and GM companies include
Stock information; they provide the situation stock 
market every day, especially, GM links the stock 
transfer agent called "equiserve" (www.GM.com).
Moreover, they have online stock purchase function.
I
Regarding the contact channel, all of them include
the contact and feedback function, the information 
'includes e-mail addresses, phone numbers, and mailing 
addresses. Coca-Cola provides a communication channel
I
with publics by email the named "email alert":
| Email alerts are messages that are conveniently
i delivered your email box whenever certain new
I company information is posted to this site.
! (www.coca-cola.com)
(
Therefore, audiences can communicate with investors 
[easily. The Ford site has programs such as "Money
Market Fund and Credit Security" (www.ford.com).
I
[On the websites of South Korean companies about 
[investor relations, investor relations' sites are 
less actively used.-All of them provide the limited 
information and few companies offer contact
information about investors, whereas, they emphasize
financial information such as balance sheet, income
I
[statement, revenue, and consolidated information.
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Hyundai, Kia, LG, and Samsung operate separate
i
sections about investor relations, but the amounts of 
information and quality of activities about investor
relations are more limited than those of American
Companies. However, Korean beverage products 
companies, Lotte-Chilsung and Haitai Beverage do not 
nave separate investor section; they post investors
and financial information under the company
I
information section, they do not have online stock
information on the websites.
2. Society and Community Relations Section on the United
i
States and South Korean Companies' Websites
American companies emphasize society and community
i
Relations. Among them, environmental, health, and
I
isafety issues are popular items about society and
i
(community relations on the companies' websites.
i
As for society and community relations, all American 
[companies emphasize their social responsibility and
I
profitable performances through the companies' sites
I
to project their corporate citizenship.
Regarding the environment, Ford and GM include 
environmental topics and issues on their websites.
For example, Ford has a separate section named
"dedication". This section includes environmental
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issues and information about which people might be
concerned. GM operates the concerned issues section
i
jtfith subjects such as environment, health/safety,
[education, and public policy on a separate section
i
named "GMability" (www.gm.com). Motorola also has a 
'separate section with much information about 
Corporate policies, the report, and audit program.
i
Regarding health/safety, Ford and Motorola consider
i
them as important as things like the environment.
i
Ford has a separate section named "innovation". This
I
[section includes safety and health issues and the
j
introduction of the innovation of products for safety
1
[and health on the website. Motorola has information
i
based on the scientific research and tests abouti
'safety and health issues for publics on their
Iwebsite, because customers are likely to be concerned 
qbout bad effects of health and safety related to
i
problems. Intel provides many various research and
i
development programs on their websites.
Regarding the community involvement, all of United 
fetates companies are active in community activities. 
For example, Ford operates a community section under 
jthe dedication. They provide driving programs for 
[family members and teenager groups, and they provide
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Ii
traffic information for children and old people. GM
provides online membership service for employees'
j
families and retired people, named "GM Family First"
j
on the website.
I
Motorola posts the many educational and research
programs and their activities with research centers
and educational institutes on the websites. The Intel
operates community programs and services not only in 
United States but also throughout the world.
All of these United States companies show their value
i
in diversity in organizations or societies. For 
example, Motorola has a separate section named
"supplier diversity" under the company's information
i
site.
I
They state:
i
! We are here to help US businesses who are 
! certified as diversity supplier to understand 
j what is expected of suppliers to Motorola.
! Through our outreach efforts to the diversity 
; communities, we provide a communication link to 
: the Motorola opportunities (www.motorola.com).
Also Ford has a separate section named "Issue:
j
Diversity." They state:
...recognizes the importance of bringing 
together the talent, experiences and unique 
perspectives of diverse group (www.ford.com).
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Two United States beverage companies, Coca-cola and
Pepsi Co. provide diversity programs by each brand.
(On the other hand, all selected Korean companies are
I
relatively superficial in their society and community
I
relations. They usually display examples of
I
i
Activities and programs. They hardly provide how and
why they care about issues on the websites. Even when
i
South Korean companies have society and community 
section on their websites, they mention and explain
the health, safety, and environment more briefly than
I
i
(do American companies. However, Samsung provides
I
relatively detailed information. Samsung has a
j
separate section named "EHS (Environment, Health, and
Safety) report" to show their activities for publics
l
J(www. Samsung, com) . Hyundai and Kia motors provide
safety and environmental issues under the products
i
and company's information. LG has only research and
I
development section site in order to show their
dedication to products and services. None of South 
Korean companies have sites about diversity.
South Korean companies mention sponsorship and 
events, which they have been participating most. For 
example, the Samsung and Hyundai sites have a 
sponsorship section. They mention the sponsorship to
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ijthe "Olympic Games" and "World Cup Soccer Games." Kia
3 .
and LG sites also have sponsor/events section such as 
j"Australian Open International tennis games" and "LG
World Korean chess (Baduk) Championship"
i
'(Consumer Relations on the United States and South
Korean Companies' Websitesii
As for consumer Relations, all of selected Unitedi
States companies have detailed and various programs
for consumers, but, there are some different things
i
jof consumer relations emphasized by different
products companies.
First, automobiles and electronics companies, Ford &
(GM and Motorola & Intel tend to emphasize rebate,
i
discount, repair/maintenances for consumer relations.
For example, GM offers a cyber club named "GM Motor
i
flub" about related to and rebate programs. They 
Sstate:
GM Motor Club has teamed up with promise, a free 
service that helps families save for college by
! giving them money back from the purchases they 
make with leading companies.
(www.gmmotorclub.com)
Intel and Motorola emphasize that consumers can shop 
online and get various rebates and discount programs.
Intel offers "search store" section in order to let
consumers easily find the nearest retail stores.
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I
I
bn the other hand, Beverage companies, Coca-Cola and
l
Pepsi Co. tend to emphasize the promotion such as
j
[coupon, various entertainment events, and sweepstakes
i
'in order to attract consumers. Especially, Pepsi .Co
i
^offers many kinds of events, coupons, and sweepstakes
i
[under the "promotion" section by each different 
brand. Coca-Cola provides true information about
their products and services under a section named 
!"myths and rumors" .
Regarding consumer relations, selected South Korean
iIjcompanies also have different characteristics for
I
'Consumer relations by different kinds of products
I
companies. Hyundai and Kia motors emphasize the
i
rebate and discount programs such as "ten year
i
I
warranty program" on their websites. Samsung and LG
I
also emphasize rebates and repair programs. Samsung
i
and LG introduces consumers to the cyber card
I
membership named "LG cyber card" and "Samsung card"
in order to maintain relationship with consumers on
the websites.
II
On the other hand, Beverage companies, Lotte-Chilsung 
and Haitai Beverage provide many various events, for 
example, Lotte-Chilsung offers events, sweepstakes, 
and coupon that consumers can participate under the
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iievent zone. Haitai beverage offers cyber club
iimembership and events in which consumers can
participate under the "HTB mania" and "events"
[sections. American companies' media relations sites
provide much information, whereas South Korean 
[companies are relatively inactive in using media
relations sections.
i
4. Media Relations Section on the United States and
South Korean Companies' Websites
I
All selected United States companies actively use
their websites for media relations section,- all ofii
[them post press release and have archives. Motorola
^specially has a separate media relations section
named "media center." There are media contacts, media
'information and news releases in this section. Ford
has a separate media relations section called "news". 
(There are different brands of vehicle news, corporate
I
news, photos, slides, and video clips on this
section. Coca-cola and Pepsi Co. post materials
related to media such as commercials, news, and video
clips under the media section.
South-Korean companies such as Samsung and LG have
photo galleries and commercial clips section. Samsung
also links the "Press Center" to this site.
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Hyundai-motor has "Public Relations Information 
bystem" section in order to release news and photo
I
gallery information on the website. Kia also has
I ' '
their commercials and news, and video clips under the
i
l"Kia Plaza" section. Haitai Beverage and
Lotte-Chilsung also offer their materials related to
i1
media such as commercials and advertising, news 
articles under the "AD times and AD library" section.
I
5. Employee Relations on the United States and South
IKorean Companies' Websites
I
£11 of the selected United States companies have a
I
separate section named "employment" for recruiting.
i
Ford provides news releases for employees separately
i
and Motorola provides business-training programs
I
through a separate section named "Motorola
i
IUniversity."
^.s for South Korean companies' employee relations,
only the Samsung site provides an independent
iemployee relations section named "career
opportunity." They provide online application forms
and news releases under that section. The other
companies do not have a separate section about 
employees. They seem to provide employee and
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II
'recruiting information under the press release and
news release.
Discussion
The websites of the selected American companies have
I
sections such as investors, community, media relation,
products and services and CEOs information. This indicates
that American companies such as Ford & GM, Motorola & 
Intelj, and Coca-Cola & Pepsi Co. are active in using
company websites for public relations practices. That
characteristic is based on the situation of the public
relations industry in the United States; the public
i
relations industry was developed in the United States, and
I
Public relations practices are 'most advanced and
I
sophisticated in the United States. Therefore, American
companies operated public relations practices relatively
i
early[for a variety of purposes on their websites.
On the other hand, South Korean companies such as
Samsung & LG, Hyundai & Kia-motors, and Lotte-Chilsung &
I
Haitai Beverage have relatively limited and abstract
information on their websites, although Korean companies
have the sections about investors, community, media
relations, and products and services and so on. American
companies emphasize products on their websites, and online
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purchase functions are employed for both products/services
and Sjtocks. Only American companies have online stock
I
purchase programs. It can be based on the development of
publilc relations industry in United States. Even if a lot
i
of companies are doing international business and
international public relations practices, cultural values
i
of eajch country appear to influence the content of
I
websites. The individualism in the American culture
ins why leadership, performance and achievement ofexp la
CEOs [are regarded as a main value of organizations on
I
their| websites; United States companies have detailed 
information about CEOs such as biography, leadership 
philosophy, and their messages on each CEO's site as
links!. This can result from the low degree of power
i
distance because United States companies have several
CEOs,i not only one chairman or president, but also they 
post leach CEO's information to show each CEO's talent and
leadership and so on their websites.
ii
On the other hand, South Korean companies emphasize 
theirj history, tradition, founders, and chairmen or 
presidents. The emphasis on founders and chairmen or 
presidents can come from the ownership of founders' 
families. Traditionally, in Asia, the founder and chairmen 
or presidents had been thought to be the owner of the
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i!
I
company, and still the family controls the business for
i
generations.
I
iThose characteristics can be from a high degree of
i
power; distance and collectivism because in the high degree 
of po^wer distance and collectivism society. A top manager 
such -as the founder and chairman or president can regulate
the communication system of the organization without
i
interference and mandate the organization's stance on
I
issued. In addition, regarding collectivism, the workers 
should belong to the founders' or chairmen's ownership of 
the companies in the collectivism society because the
I
person tends to belong to a large group or organization. 
American companies have detailed information about
investor relations' site, it seems that investors are
I
active and influential publics, so, investor relations
I
sites- are crucial for American companies. The founders or
I
chairmen's family possess a lot of companies' assets and
I
share's and make important decision. That's why South 
Korean companies have investor section under the chairman
or founder sites. That difference is based on
individualism and collectivism.
In American companies' websites, they have detailed 
information and many activities for community and
I
employees. On the other hand, South Korean companies'
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websites, they are relatively superficial in their
i
society, community and employee relations. They tend to 
operate community and employee relations section in order 
to shpw it to the publics. This difference can result from 
individualistic characteristics of American society. There
are rriany diverse racial/ethnic groups of people that have
i
many different kinds of opinions and tendencies and so on.
Therefore, American companies might care more about 
communities and employees in order to respect various
publics' opinions and tendencies and so on. On the other
ihand,] in the collectivistic society such as South Korean
I
society, there is very limited racial diversity in Korea.
The targeted publics tend to be limited. Therefore, South
Korean companies might not consider much the presence of
I
diverise communities and social groups.
The analysis also shows differences between high
j
context and low context cultures. American companies are
I
open with their information; they provide detailed
i
information and activities about every section on their 
websites, whereas South Korean companies tend to' post
i
abstract and implied information on their websites. That 
difference can be from high/ low context culture. In low 
context cultures such as American culture, messages are 
expected to be clear, and ambiguity is considered to be
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negative. Therefore, the companies are expected to release
all information. On the other hand, in high context 
culture such as the South Korean culture, they tend to
conceal details of business performances, or financial
I
materials. Hence, South Korean companies tend to provide 
abstract information about every section on their
websites. These characteristics might also result from
i
high ‘uncertainty avoidance culture because the South 
Korean society tends to conceal breaking performance. In 
turn,' these characteristics affect the public relations 
practices of South Korean companies. On the other hand, 
Unitejd States companies are open to releasing information 
due to low uncertainty avoidance tendencies.
Regarding the masculinity/femininity, United States
i
companies tended to emphasize CEOs' leadership and ability 
based on their masculinity orientations. They seem to care 
more jabout issues such as environment, health/safety, 
education and diversity, and so on.
Although the companies are multinational
corporations, they tend to exhibit the cultural values
I
that the headquarters belong to. It is suggested that 
multinational corporations need to broaden their 
understanding of markets and the targeted audiences. As
more people use the Internet, the number of international
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audiences expands. Although multinational corporations are
I!doing, international business in the world, companies tend
l
to maintain their own cultural values.
II
International audiences might misunderstand their
i
publi[c relations practices because of their different 
cultural values. Asian people may perceive that American 
companies' businesses are too commercial. In contrast,
I
American people may think that Asian companies' businesses
I
are not good at building relationships with the public.
Jsince companies need to consider differences in
I
socia'l and cultural values of each country, intercultural 
understanding is essential. Even if many companies are 
multinational corporations, they need basic understandings
of different cultural values of their international
I
audiences. Therefore, this research project is intended to
examine the relationship between cultural orientations and
onlin[e public relations preferences among United States
i
and Sputh Korean people.
i
iThis research project focuses on three main researchI
I
issue|s:
i
1) How are South Korean respondents' scores on
cultural dimensions such as
Individualism/Collectivism, Power Distance, 
High/Low context, Uncertainty Avoidance, and
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I
i
I
I
I Masculinity/Femininity related to their
j preferences for public relations messages on the
| Internet?
i
I
2) How are United States respondents' scores on the
!
cultural dimensions related to preferences for
I public relations messages on the Internet?
3) What are the similarities and differences
i ' between South Korean and United States
respondents in online public relations messages 
j preferences?
Dealing with these research issues, five research
I
questions were formulated as follows:
1) Are scores in Collectivism-Individualism
I dimension related to online public relations
i message preferences?
i
I
2) Are scores in High-Low context dimension related
j
! to online public relations message preferences?
|
13) Are scores in high-low degree of Uncertainty
iI Avoidance dimension related to online public
i
relations message preferences?
4) Are scores in high-low degree of Power Distance 
dimension related to online public relations 
message preferences?
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|5) Are scores in Masculinity/Femininity dimensions
ii related to online public relations message
i
i: preferences?
i
‘Therefore, these research questions were empirically
i
examined through using the websites of the major consumer
I
products corporations (Automobiles, Electronics, and 
Beverages) on the Internet.
I
I{I
I
I
I
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CHAPTER FOUR
SURVEY DESIGNi
j
■ Respondents
[Respondents were students at CSUSB (N = 135) and
students at two colleges, Dong-Ah Broadcasting College and
!
Han-S,ei University in South Korea (N = 150) . Based on the
i
research policy at academic institutions, the researcher 
submitted the application form and questionnaire to the 
Institutional Review Board for getting approval of using
human1 subjects. Upon receiving the approval, the!
researcher contacted instructors at CSUSB and at Dong-Ah
IBroadcasting College and Han-Sei University in South Korea
in order to ask for their assistance with data collection.
[ Research Description
This survey was intended to examine the relationships 
of cultural orientations to preferences for public
i
relations messages on the Internet websites among college
students in South Korea and in the United States. In
I
particular, this study investigates cross-culturally how
I
respondents' scores on cultural dimensions such as
Individualism/Collectivism, Power Distance, High/Low 
context, Uncertainty Avoidance, and Masculinity/Femininity 
are related to preferences for various types of public
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II
i
relations messages for major consumer products
I
(Automobiles, Electronics, and Beverage products) 
corporations on the Internet and what similarities and
differences exist between South Korean and United Statesi
respondents.
The methodology used for this proposed study is a 
quantitative analysis using a survey. The students were
I
asked; to complete the survey in their class with the
i
permission of their instructor.
i
I
i Description of Questionnaires and
' Measurement of Variables
The questionnaire was administered in the Korean
language for South Korean respondents, and administered ini
English for United States respondents. There are three 
parts, in the questionnaire. The first part is to measure
how important major consumer products corporations' 
websites, automobiles, electronics, and beverage products
i
corporations' websites are to the public. This part used 
the semantic differential scale (not important at all/ not
important/ neutral/ important/very important). Thirteen
items are included; they were designed to investigate the
importance of the contents of companies' website: Company
information, CEOs' profiles, and contents for main publics
I
ii
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I(investors, consumers, media, community, and employee)
!
relationship.
iThe second part is to measure people's personal
I
opinions about specific situations based on different 
cultural backgrounds. Each cultural dimension, 
Individualism/collectivism, High/Low context, Uncertainty 
avoidjance, Power distance, and Masculinity/Femininity, is 
invesjtigated by the scale items, which many researchers
i
I
have used in previous studies. The 7-point Likert scale 
items! (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree) are 
employed to measure people's opinions and feelings about 
specific situations in order to investigate scores on
cultural dimensions.
i
Regarding the individualism/collectivism, a modified
i
version of Hui and Trandis's (1986)
iI
individualism-collectivism (INDCOL) scale was employed, 10
i
scale! items were included: (e.g.: It is enjoyable to meet 
and talk with my neighbors regularly," "I would not let my 
neighbors borrow things from me or my family," Neighbors 
should greet each other when they come across each other," 
I am not interested in knowing what my neighbors are 
really like," "When I am among colleagues/classmates, I 
think I should do my own thinking without minding about
"A person ought to help a colleague at work who has
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them,"
Ifinancial problems," "I am very uncomfortable talking
I
about' my own accomplishments," "I enjoy feeling that I am
i
lookejd upon as equal in worth to my superiors," " It is
important to develop a network of people in my community
i
who can help me when I have tasks to accomplish," " I say
No firmly and directly when I have to").
Regarding the high/low context, Gudykunst's and
NishiUa's (1993) high/low context, self-construal scale
was employed, 12 scale items were included: (e.g.: "When I 
interact with others, I prefer to talk about my feelings
and ideas clearly and openly than to remain silent," "If I
I
have to deliver bad news to someone, I prefer to phrase
the information in a positive way, even if this means I'm
i
not stating the information directly," " When I need to
i
communicate important information, I make a point of
i
explaining myself thoroughly rather than relying on
I
nonverbal cues," " It is better to learn by observing than
I
by talking," "I believe that verbal language is essential
to the; exchange of messages," " Rules don't need to be
i
i
spellejd out; the important ones are left unspoken," "I am 
able tto recognize subtle and indirect messages," "I am 
aware jof the needs of the person with whom I am 
communicating," " I avoid eye contact when I communicate 
with others," I like to be accurate when I communicate,"
i 58
I"I op[enly show disagreement with others," "I feel
comfortable with silences in conversations").
I
Regarding the power distance, Hofstede's (1980) power 
distance scale in the cultural study was employed, ten
items were included: (e.g.: "If traveling to a
Icompany-sponsored event on bus, I would offer my seat to
my superior," "In the organization under consideration, I
I
I
don't expect to have a lot of direct interaction with
those, who hold the most power," "I believe that
hierarchies are used by the organization more out of
i
I
convenience than necessity," "I believe that change can
occuri within the organization if handled gradually," "It
I
is not necessary to resort to drastic measures to
i
encourage those in power to listen and change," "Those who 
hold positions of power in the organization enjoy 
considerable special privileges that others in the 
organizations do not have," "I believe that those in 
positions of power do their best to minimize inequality
for all members of the organization," "I believe that
i
employees should have direct 'say' in company operations,"
I
i
" I believe that companies would be better run if workers 
had more say in management," "I believe that management of
i
an company should involve employees in the directions that
I
affect their work").
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[Regarding the uncertainty avoidance, Hofstede's
i(1980;) uncertainty avoidance (UA) scale was employed,
twelve items were included:' ("I prefer structured
I
situations to unstructured situations," "I prefer specific
l . .
instructions to broad guidelines," "I tend to get anxious
easily when I don't know an outcome," "I feel stressful
i
when [I cannot predict consequences," " I would not take
risksj when an outcome cannot be predicted," "I believe 
that rules should not be broken for mere pragmatic 
reasons," "I don't like ambiguous situations," "I tend to
I
show [emotions openly in the workplace, and in the various 
social groups that I belong to," "I believe that conflict 
can bp a productive tool and I feel safe arguing about
ideas!," "I believe that organizations are more efficient
I
and productive with fewer rules and laws governing what
i
members can and cannot do," "I work to succeed; it is very 
important to me to avoid failure," "If I didn't need the
i
money:, I probably wouldn't work much, if at all") .
I
Regarding the masculinity/femininity, Hofstede's
I
(1991) masculinity/femininity (M/F) scale in the
Hofstede's cultural consequences was employed, nine items
were included: (e.g.: "Managers of an organization are
expected to be decisive and assertive," "I tend to
I
emphasize ambition, acquisition of wealth," "I tend to
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stress caring and nurturing behaviors, sexuality equality,
I
environmental awareness," "I believe that parents have to 
earn their children's respect and love," "Parents should
I
always be respected regardless of qualities and faults,"
I
"The decisions of our managers/leaders of our
organizations should be based on facts," "I can't perform
i
a job; of good quality without it being measured and
I
evaluated," "Hard facts and numbers are always preferable
I
to verbal data when a decision is to be made," "For me,
i
it's Important that the job I do always is done in the 
best [possible way even if this means frequent changes in
I
procedures and organization").
I
L
Third part is to investigate respondents' demographic
information; age, gender, usage of media, class level in
i
the cdllege/university, ethnicity, and citizenship. The 
questions of this part in the Korean version questionnaire 
are the same as the English version except for a question 
on ethnicity because basically the South Korean society 
has only one ethnic group.
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CHAPTER FIVE
1 SURVEY RESULTS
i
Scale Reliabilities
To measure the reliability of each of the scales, 
Crobajch's Alpha coefficients were computed. The scales 
have Internal reliabilities ranging from.54 to.64. Table 1 
shows! the scale reliabilities of each cultural dimension:
Tablell. Scale Reliabilities of Cultural Dimensions
1 Scales1 Number of Items Alpha (3)
Individualism-collectivism 5 .57
High-Low context 8 .54
Uncertainty Avoidance 6 . 63
Power Distance 8 . 63
Masculinity-Femininity 9 . 64
j Comparisons of United States and South 
Korean Respondents' Scores on
! Cultural Dimensions
As shown in previous research studies, South Korean
I
respondents scored higher on Collectivism, High Context 
Orientation, Power Distance, Uncertainty Avoidance, and 
Masculinity than did United States respondents. T-tests 
were employed in order to test the significance of the
differences between United States and South Korean
respondents in scores on cultural dimensions. Table 2
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I
II
shows, the differences between United States and South
Korean respondents' scores on cultural dimensions:
Table. 2. Comparisons of United States and South Koreans
j
Score's on Cultural Dimensions: T-tests
1 US South Korea T
Collectivism/Individualism 16.97(3.99) 20.50(3.80) 1.33*
High/Low context 31.60(6.46) 33.38 (5.49) 3.15**
Power Distance 17.03 (4.20) 14.55 (4.49) n.s.
Uncertainty Avoidance 27.79 (5.37) 30.63 (5.70) 1.36* ■
Masculinity/Femininity 36.34 (6.80) 39.95 (6.12) 1.85*
Note: < .05. **p < .01. n.s. = no significance, n = 285.
i
1. Collectivism/lndividualism
South Koreans scored significantly higher on
i1
Collectivism (M = 20.50, SD = 3.80) than did
Americans (M = 16.97, SD = 3.99), t(283) = 1.33,
p < .05.
2. High/Low context
South Koreans scored significantly higher on the
high-context (M = 33.38, SD = 5.49) than Americans
I
(M = 31.60, SD = 6.46) t(283) = 3.15, £ < .01.
I
3. Power Distance
i
There is no significant difference on the power
distance dimension between South Koreans and
i
Americans.
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4 Uncertainty Avoidance
'South Koreans scored significantly higher on 
[uncertainty avoidance (M = 3 0.63, SD = 5.70) than did
I
Americans (M = 27.79, SD = 5.37), t(282) = 1.36,
p < .05.
I
5. Masculinity/Femininity
I
South Koreans scored significantly higher on 
Masculinity (M = 39.95, SD = 6.12) than did Americans
i
(M = 36.34, SD = 6.80), t(282) = 1.85, p < .05.
I
1 Correlations between Cultural Dimensions and 
! Online Public Relations Message Preferences 
i among United States/South Korean
I Respondents
iUnited States Respondents
Relationships between online public relations message
I
preferences and cultural dimensions among United States
respondents were first tested. The relationship between
i
each category of corporate website contents and scores in
i
cultural dimensions among United States respondents was
tested'. Table 3 shows the correlations between cultural
I
dimensions and preferences for online public relations
I
messages among United States respondents.
I
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Table j3. Correlations between Scores in Cultural 
Dimensions and Preferences for Online Public Relations
Messages among United States Respondents
1
CTGY
Cultural Dimensions
MasculinityCollectivism
High
Context
Uncertainty
Avoidance
Power
Distance
Company,
History, .29** . 23** . 16 - . 04 .16
Company
Overview .30** .23** .24** . 04 .33**
Inf ormajtion
About
founder
.31** . 13 . 11 .21* .23**
CEO Profile - . 18* - . 18* -. 03 - . 01 . 13
Message, 
from CEO - .21* . 11 - . 03 - . 01 . 13
Company 
vision & 
mission
.27** . 22* - . 18* . 01 . 46**
Labor/
Employee
Relations
. 15 . 15 - .14 - .21* . 08
Investor
Relations - . 02 . 12 -.06 - .23* - . 07
Products - .26** . 08 - . 19* - . 10 . 25**
Media 1 
Relations . 06 - . 31* - .38** - . 06 . 03
Community/ 
Society1 • 
Relations
- . 02 -.37** - .28* - . 13 . 05
Marketing - . 19* . 05 -. 01 - . 07 . 15
Consumer
Relations - . 14 . 16* - . 02 - .25** . 10
CTGY = Category of Corporate Websites Content 
< .05. **£ < .01. ***£ < .001, n = 135.
As shown in the Table 3, preferences for most content
i
categories are related to cultural dimensions among United 
States|respondents in one way or another.
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i1 Company History
This category has positive correlations with two
i ' ' • ■ -
cultural dimensions: Collectivism and High context.
Thus, preference for Company History on corporate
i
websites is positively related to Collectivism
[
(r = .29, p < .01) and High context (r = .23, 
p < .01) .
I
2. Company Overview
i
This category has positive correlations with four
j
cultural dimensions: Collectivism, High Context,
i
Uncertainty Avoidance, and Masculinity. Thus,
preference for Company Overview on corporate websites
jis positively related to Collectivism (r = .30,
Ip < .01), High context (r = .23, p < .01),
I [
Uncertainty Avoidance (r = .24, p < .01), and
i
Masculinity (r = .33, p < .01).
I
3. Information about Founder
This category has positive correlations with three
cultural dimensions: Collectivism, Power Distance,
!
and Masculinity. Thus, preference for Information 
about Founder on corporate websites is positively 
related to Collectivism (r = .31, p < .01), Power
Distance (r = .21, p < .05), and Masculinity
l(r = .23, p < .01).
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4. CEO Profile
This category has negative correlations with two
cultural dimensions: Collectivism and High Context.
i
Thus, preference for CEO Profile on corporate
website is negatively related to Collectivism
i
(r = -.18, p < .05) and Masculinity (r = -.18,
p .05) .
iI5. Message from CEO
i
This category has negative correlations with one
i
cultural dimension: Collectivism. Thus, preference 
for Message from CEO on corporate website is 
negatively related to Collectivism (r = -.21,
p!< .05).
i
i
6. Company Vision and Mission
I - . ■
This category has positive correlations with four
i
cultural dimensions: Collectivism, High context,
Uncertainty Avoidance, and Masculinity. Thus,
preference for Company Vision and Mission on
!
corporate website is positively related to 
Collectivism (r = .27, p < .01), High context
(r = .22, p < .05), Uncertainty Avoidance (r = .18,
i
p, < .05), and Masculinity (r = .46, p < .01).
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7 Labor/Employee Relations
This category has negative correlations with one
I
(cultural dimension: Power Distance. Thus, preference 
for Labor/Employee relations on corporate website is 
negatively related to Power Distance (r = -.21, 
p < .05) .
8 . (investor RelationsII
This category has negative correlations with one 
'cultural dimension: Power Distance. Thus, preference 
(for Investor Relations on corporate website is 
negatively related to Power Distance (r = -.23,
p < .05) .
I
9. 'Products
|This category has negative correlations with two
I
cultural dimensions: Collectivism and Uncertainty 
[avoidance. Thus, preference for Products on corporate 
website is negatively related to Collectivism 
(r = -.26, p < .01), Uncertainty Avoidance (r = -.19, 
!p < .01) . On the other hand, this category has 
positive correlations with one cultural dimension: 
Masculinity. Thus, preference for Products on 
corporate website is positively related to
Masculinity (r = .25, p < .01).
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10 .
11.
12
13 .
Media Relations
I
This category has negative correlations with two 
[cultural dimensions: High Context and Uncertainty
kvoidance. Thus, preference for Media Relations on
1
[corporate website is negatively related to High 
[context (r = -.31, p < .05) and Uncertainty Avoidance
i
|(r = -.38, p < .01).
i
[Community/Society relations
I
|This category has negative correlations with two
i
’cultural dimensions: High Context and Uncertainty
!
Avoidance. Thus, preference for Community/Society
II
[relations on corporate website is negatively related
I
[to High Context (r = -.37, p < .01) and Uncertainty
i
Avoidance (r = -.28, p < .05).
i
Marketing
i
This category has negative correlations with one
i
[cultural dimension: Collectivism. Thus, preference
I
for marketing on corporate website is negatively 
related to Collectivism (r = -.19, p < .05).
Consumer Relations
This category has negative correlations with one
cultural dimension: Power Distance. Thus, preference
for Consumer Relations on corporate website is 
negatively related to Power Distance (r = -.25,
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ip < .01) . On the other hand, this category has
positive correlations with one cultural dimension:
I
High Context.'Thus, -preference for Consumer Relations 
on corporate websites is positively related to High
Context (r = .16, p < .05).
I
South' Korean Respondents
i[Relationships between online public relations message
i
preferences and cultural dimensions among South Korean 
respondents were also tested. The relationship of each
i
category of corporate websites with cultural dimensions is
i
teste'd.
i
As shown in the Table 4, preferences for most of
I
categories on the corporate websites are related to
cultural dimensions among South Korean respondents. On the
l
other[ hand, some of preferences for categories on the
I
corporate websites are not related to scores in cultural
I
dimensions among South Korean respondents.
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ITable 4. Correlations between Scores in Cultural
Dimensions and Preferences for Online Public Relations
Messages among South Korean Respondents
i
CTGY
Cultural Dimensions
'MasculinityCollectivism
High
Context
Uncertainty
Avoidance
Power
distance
Company
History
. 27** . 15* .22** . 12 . 09
Company
Overview
. 16** . 11* . 10* . 10* . 01
Informant io 
-n about 
Founder
. 15* . 16* . 10 .20** . 05
CEO i
Profile;
. 11* . 04 . 03 . 19** . 12*
Messagei 
from CEO
. 01 -.15* . 08 - . 05 . 14*
Company 
Vision '& 
Mission
.13* . 11* .26** - . 12 .23**
Labor/
Employee
Relations
04 -.15** . 11 ■ - . 10* - .04
Investor
Relations
- . 19** - . 14* - . 04 ' - . 10 . 06
Products -.16** - . 03 - .11* - . 05 .11*
Media 1 
Relatio'ns
. 01 - . 10* - .15** - . 01 . 03
Community/
Society
Relations
- . 08 -.13** . -.16** - . 05 .02
Marketing - . 18* . 05 - . 28** ' - . 03 . 19*
Consumer
Relations
. 09 . 14* -.30** -.16** . 07
CTGY = Category of Corporate Websites Content
*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001, n = 150.
1. Cpmpany History
This category has positive correlations with three
i
cultural dimensions: Collectivism, High Context, and
Uncertainty Avoidance. Thus, preference for company
I
history on corporate websites is positively related
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to Collectivism (r = .17, p < .01), High Context 
(r = .15, p < .05), and Uncertainty Avoidance
(r = .22, p < .01).
I
2 . jcompany Overview
This category has positive correlations with four 
[cultural dimensions: Collectivism, High Context,
[Uncertainty Avoidance, and Power Distance. Thus,
I
preference for Company Overview on corporate websitesII
lis positively related to Collectivism (r = .16, i —I1p < .01), High Context (r = .11, p < .05),
{uncertainty Avoidance (r = .10, p < .05), and Power 
I .Distance (r = .10, p < .05).
3. Information about Founder1
[This category has positive correlations with three 
{cultural dimensions: Collectivism, High Context, and
Power Distance. Thus, preference for Information
i
kbout Founder on corporate websites is positively 
related to Collectivism (r = .15, p < .05), High 
Context (r = .16, p < .05), and Power Distance 
(r = .20, p < .01).
4. CEO Profile
This category has positive correlations with three 
cultural dimensions: Collectivism, Power Distance,
and Masculinity. Thus, preference for CEO Profile on
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corporate website is positively related to 
Collectivism (r = .11, p < .05), Power Distance
I
!(r = .19, p < .01), and Masculinity (r = .12,
o < .05) .
i5. Message from CEO
!
This category has negative correlations with one
i
cultural dimension: High Context. Thus, preference
I
for Message from CEO on corporate website is
i
negatively related to High Context (r = -.15,
I
p < .05). On the other hand, this category has 
positive correlations with one cultural dimension: 
masculinity. Thus, preference for Message from CEO on
Icorporate website is positively related to
I
Masculinity (r = .14, p < .05).
i
6. Company Vision and Mission
I
This category has positive correlations with four
i j
cultural dimensions: Collectivism, High Context,
I
Uncertainty Avoidance, and Masculinity. Thus,
i
preference for Company Vision and Mission on
!
corporate website is positively related to
Collectivism, (r = .13, p < .05), High Context 
(r = .11, p < .05), Uncertainty Avoidance (r = .26, 
p < .01), and Masculinity (r = .23, p < .01).
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7 . Labor/Employee Relations
i
This category has negative correlations with two
j
cultural dimensions: High Context and Power Distance. 
Thus, preference for Labor/Employee Relations on 
corporate website is negatively related to High
Context (r = -.15, p < .01) and Power Distance
i
!(r = - . 10 , p < . 05) .
i
8. Investor Relations
I
This category has negative correlations with two
i
cultural dimensions: Collectivism and High Context. 
Thus, preference for Investor Relations on corporate 
website is negatively related to Collectivism 
(r = -.19, p < .01) and High Context (r = -.14, 
p < .05) . '
9. Productsi
This category has negative correlations with two
I
cultural dimensions: Collectivism and Uncertainty 
Avoidance. Thus, preference for Products on corporate 
website is negatively related to Collectivism 
(ir = -.16, p < .01), Uncertainty Avoidance (r = -.11, 
J < .05). On the other hand, this category has 
positive correlations with one cultural dimension:
I
Masculinity. Thus, preference for products on
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10 .
11.
I
corporate website is positively related to
iIMasculinity (r = .11, p < .05).
Media Relations
1
This category has negative correlations with two
I
cultural dimensions: High Context and Uncertainty
i
Avoidance. Thus, preference for Media Relations on
1 i
corporate website is negatively related to High
Context (r = -.10, p< .05) and Uncertainty
I
Avoidance (r = -.15, p < .01).
i
Community/Society Relations
I
This category has negative correlations with two
I ' '
cultural dimensions: High Context and Uncertainty
Avoidance. Thus, preference for Community/Society
i
iRelations on corporate website is negatively related 
Iso High Context (r = -.13, p < .01) and Uncertainty
12 .
^kvoidance (r = -.16, p < .01).
!Marketing
i
This category has negative correlations with two
cultural dimensions: Collectivism and Uncertainty
t
Avoidance. Thus, preference for Marketing on
corporate website is’negatively related to 
Collectivism (r = -.18, p < .05) and Uncertainty
^kvoidance (r =
l
this category has positive correlations with one
.28, p < .01). On the other hand,
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I
I
I
cultural dimension: Masculinity. Thus, preference for 
Marketing on corporate website is positively related 
to Masculinity (r = .19, p < .05).
13. Consumer Relations
i
This category has negative correlations with two 
cultural dimensions: Uncertainty Avoidance and Power
Distance. Thus, preference for Consumer Relations on
corporate website is negatively related to
i
Uncertainty Avoidance (r = -.30, p < .01) and Power
IDistance (r = -.16, p < .01). On the other hand, this
I
category has positive correlations with one cultural
i
idimension: High Context. Thus, preference for
iConsumer Relations on corporate websites is
ipositively related to High Context (r = .14, 
p < .05).
United States/South Korean Respondents
i
Relationships between online public relations message
i
preferences and cultural dimensions among United States
1
and South Korean respondents combined are tested. The
I
relationship of each category of corporate websites and
cultural dimensions is tested. Table 5 shows the
correlations between cultural dimensions and preferences 
for online public relations messages among United States
and South Korean respondents combined.
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Table 5. Correlations between Scores in Cultural
Dimensions and Preferences for Online Public Relations
I
Messages among United States/South Korean Respondents
Cultural Dimensions
CTGY
1
1.
Collectivism High
context
Uncertainty
Avoidance
Power
distance
Masculinity
Company .24* . 06 . 16** . 04 . 07
Historjy
Company . 14** .10 . 24** . 01 . 13
Overview
Information . 15* . 06 .03 - . 02 . 07
about
Founder
CEO Profile .06 . 13* - . 02 - . 03 . 28***
Message . 03 . 08 . 01 .01 - . 01
from CEO
Company . 19** . 10 . 07 - . 04 .35**
Vision &
Missign
Labor/j . 01 . 05 . 07 - .26*** .09
Employee-Re
1ations
Investor -.16** - . 13* - . 05 - . 02 .01
Relations
Products - . 24** - . 12 - . 15* - .20* .20*
Media - . 02 -.37** - .28* - . 02 - . 05
Relations
Community/ - . 04 -.29** . 07 - . 02 - . 05
Society
Relations
Marketing - . 44** . 12 - . 48** - . 11 .08
Consumer . 05 . 16** - . 05 - . 11* - . 16*
Relations
CTGY = Category of Corporate Websites Content 
< .05 **p < .01 ***£ < .001, n = 285.
1. Company History
This category has positive correlations with two
cultural dimensions: Collectivism and Uncertainty
Avoidance. Thus, preference for Company History on
corporate websites is positively related to
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Collectivism (r = .24, p < .05) and Uncertainty-
Avoidance (r = .16, p < .01).
!
2. Company Overview
This category has positive correlations with two
cultural dimensions: Collectivism and Masculinity.
i
Thus, preference for Company Overview on corporate 
websites is positively related to Collectivism
I!(r = .14, p < .01) and Uncertainty Avoidance
j(r = .24, p < . 01) .
!
3. Information about Founder
This category has positive correlations with one 
cultural dimension: Collectivism. Thus, preference
for Information about Founder on corporate websites
Iis positively related to Collectivism (r = .15,
!
p < .05) .
4. CEO Profile
This category has positive correlations with two 
Cultural dimensions: High Context and Masculinity.I
Thus, preference for CEO Profile on corporate website 
is positively related to High Context (r = .13, 
p < .05) and Masculinity (r = .28, p < .001) .
5. Message from CEO
This category has no relationship with any cultural
i
dimension.
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8
9
pompany Vision and Mission
i[This category has positive correlations with two
I
Cultural dimensions: Collectivism and Masculinity.
I
[Thus, preference for Company Vision and Mission on
i
dorporate website is positively related to
(Collectivism (r = .19, p < .01), and Masculinityi
!(r = .35, p < .01) .
!
Labor/Employee Relations
This category has negative correlations with one
j
pultural dimension: Power Distance. Thus, preference
I
for Labor/Employee Relations on corporate website is
i
negatively related to Power Distance (r = -.26,
I
p < .001).
iinvestor Relations
This category has negative correlations with two
I
Cultural dimensions: Collectivism and High Context.
IThus, preference for Investor Relations on corporate
I
website is negatively related to Collectivism
i
|(r = -.16, p < .01) and High Context (r = -.13,
1
2 < .05) .
Products
This category has negative correlations with three 
cultural dimensions: Power Distance, Uncertainty 
Avoidance, and Collectivism. Thus, preference for
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Product's on corporate website is negatively related 
to Power Distance (r = -.20, p < .05), Uncertainty 
Avoidance (r = -.15, p < .05), and Collectivism 
(r = -.24, p < .01).On the other hand, this category 
has positive correlations with one cultural 
dimension: Masculinity. Thus, preference for Products 
on corporate website is positively related to 
Masculinity (r = .20, p < .05).
10. Mpdia Relations
This category has negative correlations with two 
cultural dimensions: High Context and Uncertainty 
Avoidance. Thus, preference for Media Relations on 
corporate website is negatively related to High 
(Context (r = -.37, p < .01) and Uncertainty 
Avoidance (r = -.28, p < .05).
11. Community/Society Relations
This category has negative correlations with one 
cultural dimension: High Context. Thus, preference 
for Community/Society Relations on corporate website 
lis negatively related to High Context (r = -.29, 
p < . 01) .
12. [Marketing
This category has negative correlations with two
I
cultural dimensions: Uncertainty Avoidance and
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I
Collectivism. Thus, preference for Marketing on 
corporate website is negatively related to
Uncertainty Avoidance (r = -.48, p < .01) and
i
Collectivism (r = -.44, p < .01).
i
13. Consumer Relationsi
This category has positive correlations with one 
cultural dimension: High Context. Thus, preference
I
for Consumer Relations on corporate website is
positively related to High Context (r = .16, 
p < .01). On the other hand, this category also has 
negative correlations with two cultural dimensions: 
Power Distance and Masculinity. Thus, preference for
Consumer Relations on corporate websites is
negatively related to Power Distance (r = -.11, 
p < .05) and Masculinity (r = -.16, p < .05).
Therefore, most of results support the content
analysis about cultural differences and public relations
I
messages on the corporate websites.
i
i Correlations between Cultural Dimensions 
i and Preferences for Two Dimensions of
Online Public Relations Messages 
Factor Analysis
I
Factor analysis about categories on each corporate 
(Beverages, Automobiles, and Electronics) website was
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I
I
employed in order to identify underlying dimensions.
Table ;6 shows the results of factor analysis about
II
categories on selected major consumer corporate websites
I
(Beverages, Automobiles, and Electronics).
Therefore, there are two dimensions on the corporate
websites based on the results of factor analysis. Table 7
)
shows itwo dimensions with the public relations message
i
categories.
I
United States Respondents
i
Based on the factor analysis about items on the 
corporate websites, two dimensions were divided: Company
I
Background and Company Activities. First, relationships 
between online public relations message preferences and
cultural dimensions among United States respondents are
i
tested. Table 8 shows that the relationship between two
I
dimensions of corporate websites and scores in cultural
dimensions among United States respondents is tested. As 
shownjin the Table 8, preferences for two dimensions of 
public relations messages on the corporate websites are
related to cultural dimensions among United States
respondents.
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Table ;6. Factor Component Matrix for Beverages,
Automobiles, and Electronics Corporate Websites
i
Beverage Corporations
Factor 3Category Factor 1 Factor 2
Company history .58 - .40 .25
Company overview . 57 - .37 .27
Information about founder . 52 .41 -.16
CEO profile .45 - . 30 - .34
Messages from CEO .47 - .30 - .34
Company's vision and Mission .59 - .20 . 15
Labor/employee relations .64 . 32 -.10
Investor relations .64 .26 - .23
Products .35 .24 .38
Media relations .47 .38 . 13
Community/Society Relations .43 .58 - . 12
Marketing . 32 .56 . 19
Consumer relations .33 . 53 .20
i Automobile Corporations
Company history . 50 - . 39 . 51
Company overview .56 - .39 .43
Information about founder .59 - .47 .43
CEO profile . 63 - .26 - .20
Messages from CEO . 52 - .33 - .23
Company's vision and mission .61 - .13 .28
Labor/employee relations . 60 .12 .27
Investor relations . 60 .16 - .21
Products . 60 .28 .58
Media relations .53 .35 .56
Community/Society Relations .55 .36 - . 77
Marketing .36 .58 - . 60
Consumer relations .32 . 53 .27
Electronics Corporations
Company history .53 - .28 .42
Company overview . 64 - . 38 .40
Information about founder . 60 - .39 - . 63
CEO profile .48 - .29 - .31
Messages from CEO . 62 - .33 - .29
Company's vision and mission .59 -.12 .22
Labor/employee relations .62 .59 - . 11
Investor relations .64 .60 .50
Products .24 .40 .50
Media relations .50 .42 - .40
Community/Society relations .49 .50 - .40
Marketing .49 .59 .25
Consumer relations .30 . 51 .31
Note =j Principle component analysis (Cumulative percent of variance:
j32.20%)= Preferences of Items of corporations' websites.
i
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ITable !7. The Two Dimensions of Public Relations Messages
on the Beverages, Automobiles, and Electronics Corporate
i
Websites by Factor Matrix
i Factor 1(CBW) Factor 2(CAW)
Category
1
1
1
Company history
Company overview 
Information about founder
CEO Profile
Messages from CEO 
Company's vision and mission
Labor relations
Investor relations
Products
Media relations 
Community/society relations 
Marketing
Consumer relations
Note: CBD = Company Background-on the Websites.
CAW = Company Activities on the Websites.
i
I
I
I
I
Table, 8. Correlations between Scores in Cultural
Dimensions and Preferences for Two Dimensions of Online1
Publip Relations Messages among United States Respondents
1
GIW Collectivism
Cultural Dimensions
Masculinity
High
Context
Uncertainty
Avoidance
Power
Distance
CBW 1 .32** .23*** - . 11 . 13 .31**
CAW [ - . 11* .05 - .12* - . 14** . 19**
Note: dlW = Groups of Items on the Websites.
CBW = Company Background on the Websites. 
CAW = Company Activities on the Websites. I*p < .05, **p < .01, ***2 < .001, n = 135.
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1 Company Background on the Websites
I
This dimension has positive correlations with three
cultural dimensions: Collectivism, High Context, and
i
Masculinity. Thus, preference for Company Background
on the corporate websites is positively related to
i
Collectivism (r = .32, p < .01), High Context 
[(r = .23, p < .001), and Masculinity (r = .31, 
p < .01).
I
2. Company Activities on the Websites
i
This dimension has negative correlations with three 
,[cultural dimensions: Collectivism, Uncertainty 
Avoidance, and Power Distance. Thus, preference for 
[Company Activities on the, corporate website is 
negatively related to Collectivism (r = -.11,
[p < .05), Uncertainty Avoidance (r = -.12, p < .05),
I
iand Power Distance (r = -'.14, p < .01) . On the other 
[hand, this dimension has positive correlations with 
lone cultural dimension: Masculinity. Preference for 
|Company Activities on the corporate websites is
positively related to Masculinity
I
(r = .19, p < .01).
South Korean Respondents
[Relationships between online public relations message 
preferences and cultural dimensions among South Korean
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I
I
I
II
respondents are tested. Table 9 shows that the
i
relationship between two dimensions of corporate websites
i
and scores in cultural dimensions among South Korean
respondents are tested.
i
Table' 9. Correlations between Scores in Cultural
I
Dimensions and Preferences for Two Dimensions of Online
Public Relations Messages among South Korean Respondents
!
GIW
Cultural Dimensions
Collectivism
High
context
Uncertainty
Avoidance
Power
distance Masculinity
cbw ; 917 * * . 13* . 07 . 12* .28***
CAW -. 11* - .21** -. 13* .07 - . 04
Note: GIW = GIW = Groups of Items on the Websites.
CBW = Company Background on the Websites.
!caw = Company Activities on the Websites.
,*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001, n = 150.i
l
As shown in the Table 9, preference for two dimensions on 
the corporate websites are related to cultural dimensions
among South Korean respondents.i
1. (Company Background on the Websites
I
This dimension has positive correlations with four 
icultural dimensions: Collectivism, High Context,
I'Power Distance, and Masculinity. Thus, preference for 
I Company Background on the corporate websites is 
^positively related to Collectivism (r = .17,
i
ip < .01), High Context (r = .13, p < .05), power
I
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!
distance (r = .12, p < .05), and Masculinity
'(r = . 28, p < . 0 01) .
i
2. Company Activities on the Websites
IThis dimension has negative correlations with three
Icultural dimensions: Collectivism, High Context, and
l
Uncertainty Avoidance. Thus, preference for Company
i
Activities on the corporate website is negatively 
related to Collectivism (r = -.11, p < .05), High 
Context (r = -.21, p < .01), and Uncertainty 
Avoidance (r = -.13, p < .05).
Unite,!d States/South Korean Respondents
i
[Relationships between online public relations message
I
preferences and cultural dimensions among United States 
and South Korean respondents combined are tested. Table 10
shows that the relationship between two dimensions of 
corporate websites and scores in cultural dimensions among
United States and South Korean respondents combined are
I
tested.
I
I
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Table[10. Correlations between Scores in Cultural
Dimensions and Preferences for Two Dimensions of Online
Public Relations Messages among United States/South Korean 
Respondents
I
GIW
Cultural Dimensions
Collectivism High context
Uncertainty
Avoidance
Power
distance Masculinity
cbw ; . ll* . 05 . 18** -. 03 . 13*
CAW I - . 16* .11 -.19* * _ .27 * * * . 15*
Note: GIW = GIW = Groups of Items on the Websites.
CBW = Company Background, on the Websites.
CAW = Company Activities on the Websites.
*p < .05,**p < .01, ***p < .001, n = 285.I
As shown in the Table 10, preference for two
I
dimensions on the corporate websites is related to
cultural dimensions among United States/South Korean
i
respo'ndents.
1. [company Background on the Websites
[This dimension has positive correlations with three 
'cultural dimensions: Collectivism, Uncertainty 
[Avoidance, and Masculinity. Thus, preference for 
'company Background on the corporate websites is 
[positively related to Collectivism (r = .11, 
p < .05), Uncertainty Avoidance (r = .18, p < .01), 
and Masculinity (r = .13, p < .05).
i
I
I
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2. Company Activities on the Websites
I
This dimension has negative correlations with three 
cultural dimensions: Collectivism, Uncertainty
Avoidance, and Power Distance. Thus, preference for
j
Company Activities on the corporate website is
i
negatively related to Collectivism (r = -.16, 
p < .05), Uncertainty Avoidance (r = -.19, p < .01),I
and Power Distance (r = -.27, p < .001) . Whereas,
this dimension has positive correlations with one
Icultural dimension: Masculinity. Thus, preference for 
Company Activities on the corporate website isI
positively related to Masculinity (r = .15, p < .05).
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CHAPTER SIX
, DISCUSSION
IThe results of the survey indicate that preferences
i
for public relations practices on the corporate websites
I
are related differing cultural orientations. According to
I
the content analysis, the selected American companies tend
to have detailed information about many areas on their
I
websi,tes such as Investors, Society/Community, Media 
Relations, Products and Services and CEOs' information. 
That [is, they tend to emphasize those areas for public
Irelations on their websites.
i
According to the survey results, most of the United
States respondents scored lower on Collectivism
I
(Individualism), High Context (Low Context), Uncertainty 
Avoidance, Power Distance, and Masculinity (Femininity)
I
than did South Korean counterparts.
I
IMany United States respondents' preferences for
public relations on the websites are related to public
i
relations practices on the corporate websites based on the
cultural orientations; many United States respondents
having low collectivism, low context orientation, low
uncertainty avoidance, low power distance, and low
I
masculinity prefer Labor/Employee relations, Investor
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relations, Media relations, Community/Society relations,
Consumer relations, Products, and Marketing section oni
their;websites.
On the other hand, according to the content analysis, 
Southj Korean companies such as Samsung & LG, Hyundai & 
Kia-motors, and Lotte-Chilsung & Haitai Beverage have
relatively limited and abstract information on their
websites with their sections in Investors relations,
I
Community/Society relations, Media relations, and Products
and Services.
i ■ ' .
On the other hand, South Korean companies, they tend
to halve detailed information about founders' and chairmen
Ior presidents' personal information and corporate history
to establish corporate vision and images on the websites.
i
'According to the survey results, most of South Korean 
respondents scored higher on collectivism, high context
orientation, uncertainty avoidance, power distance, and
i
masculinity than did United States respondents. Many South 
Korean respondents' preferences for public relations on
the yebsites are related to their cultural orientations. 
South Korean respondents having high degree of 
collectivism, high context orientation, high degree of
uncertainty avoidance, high degree of power distance, and
i
high:degree of masculinity prefers Company History,
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Company Overview, Information about founders and chairmen
ii
on the websites.
I
i
On the other hand, United States respondents having
j
high degree of collectivism, high context orientation,
i
high degree of uncertainty avoidance, high degree of power
distance, and high degree of masculinity prefer founders'
i
and chairmen or presidents' personal information and
i
corporate history to establish corporate vision and
I
missijon on the websites. South Korean respondents having 
low djegree of collectivism, low context orientation, low 
degree of uncertainty avoidance, low degree of power 
distance, low degree of masculinity also prefer
I
Laborj/Employee, Investor, Media, Community/Society, 
Consumer Relations, Products, and Marketing sections on
the websites.
iHowever, categories on the corporate websites have 
various correlations with scores in cultural dimensions. 
For Example, the Products and Consumer Relations are also 
related to higher scores on High Context Orientation and 
Masculinity among United States respondents. On the other
hand, preferences for CEO Profile, Messages from CEO and 
Consumer Relations on the website are also positively
related to higher scores on collectivism, power distance,
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masculinity, and high context orientation among South
i
Korean respondents.
i
Several things can be drawn from these results.
I
First-, there are changing patterns of cultural
l
orientations caused by the global economy. It supports
changing patterns of culture. Matsumoto et al. (1996)
!
stated:
i
| In the corporate world, economic changes have
often forced a new vision of values in business
| marked by increased conservatism,
interdependence and collectivistic values in US.
I (P- 84)
Therefore, United States respondents having high 
scored on High Context Orientation and Masculinity prefer
J
the Products and Consumer Relations section on the
i
corporate websites. South Korean respondents having higher 
score's on Collectivism, Power Distance, Masculinity, and
High ^Context Orientation prefer CEO Profile, Messages from
iCEO and Consumer Relations on the website. That is to say, 
regardless of cultural orientations, many people prefer 
categories on the corporate websites based on their own
interest.
i
!ln regard to the global economy, South Korean economy 
system has been applied to the Western economy system such 
as the United States commercialistic system. For example, 
Soutll Korean respondents also consider the CEOs section on
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the websites even if they have higher scores on
Collectivism, Power Distance, and Masculinity. It means 
that South Korean respondents are also interested in CEOs'
Leadership, Vision and Talent. This result supports
cultural ethnocentric theory in the Vercic and Grunig's
study ! (1996) . It means that a single system such as
i
commercialistic system in the United States is appropriate 
for another society such as South Korean society.
I
In sum, some United States and South Korean
respondents' preferences for public relations on the
websites are related to their cultural orientations.
However, some of United States and South Korean
respondents' preferences for public relations on the
I
websites are not related to cultural orientation. Two
things can be drawn from this,- first thing is that people 
can prefer categories or sections on the corporate 
websijtes regardless of cultural orientation. The other
I
thing is people can be changing the pattern of their own
cultural orientation; especially, found in South Korea,
I
respondents are interested in CEOs' Leadership, Vision,
I
Messages, Products, Marketing, and Consumer Relations on 
the wjebsites. It could be related to current practices of
globail marketing. Many multinational corporations are
i
doing business in the world. Moreover, various publics,
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especially customers in the world can get the information 
about products and marketing on any corporate website.
Therefore, South Korean people can get information from
i
most developed marketing systems such as United States
l
marketing systems on the United States corporate websites. 
This result can be related to the company
globalization on the website, as reported in the Mickey
(1998) study. This result can also be related to the
i
cultural ethnocentric theory in the Vercic and Grunig 
(1996) study.
I
I
i
(
l
i
i
i
i
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ICHAPTER SEVEN
LIMITATIONS AND SUGGESTIONS
Limitationsi
There are some limitations in this research study. 
Firstj respondents were made up of only students between 
two national groups, United States and South Korea. Since
I
they are college students, some of results cannot be
related to previous studies. Matsumoto et al. (1996)
stated:
[ Many younger generation embodies a different set
! of cultural values from older ones, even if they
! are under the individualistic/collectivistic 
society, they want to be changing pattern of
! their own cultural orientations, (p. 84) 
Gudykunst and Nishida (1996) also mentioned that Japanese
college students have various tendencies'with
i
individualistic-collectivistic dimensions. Cocroft and
TingJToomey (1994) stated the limitations of Hofstede'sl
cultural study (1991):
! Hofstede used data collected from IBM employees
, in various countries; such data may not
accurately reflect the tendencies of cultural
i dimensions of members of cultures who are not
I IBM employees, (p. 479)
Therefore, the characteristics of the respondents as 
college students might have generated distinct responses.
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Second, the present study has not considered
I
different types of corporations. Based on the content
analysis, there is something different about public
irelations practices among three major consumer products
I
corporations. This was not considered in the survey
I
design.
i(Third, scale reliabilities were found relatively low.
iThe elimination of outlier items from the scales for
improving reliabilities might have affected the nature of 
some !of the original scales. Finally, this study did not
I
considered variations by gender and ethnicity. Different
results can be made based on the gender and ethnicity.
I
Matsumoto et al. (1996) stated:
, Young males had the most individualistic
j attitudes of all males, while older males had
, substantially greater collectivistic attitudes
i and values, middle-aged females tended to have
' more collectivistic values than younger and
1 older females from survey, (p. 85)
Regarding the ethnicity, different preferences for online
i
public relations messages can be based on different
I
ethnicity in United States; it supports Coon's and
I
Kemmeimeier's (2001) study about the
Individualism/Collectivism variability within the United
Statjes.
I
97
Suggestions
Most results support previous research studies such
as Hofstede (1980) and Hall (1976). However, some results
iare not related to cultural orientations among United 
States and South Korean respondents. Based on the
limitations and some different results, the future
I
research should consider about respondents'
icharapteristics, tendencies, and patterns. It should also
I
i
consider the public relations practices according to the 
different types of corporate websites. Therefore, the
relationship of the various kinds of respondents such as
I
gendpr, ethnicity, and different ages and their
i
preferences for public relations messages on the different
I
types of corporate websites should be investigated.
i
I
i
I
I
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IAPPENDIX A
COMPARISONS OF UNITED STATES CORPORATE
WEBSITES AND SOUTH KOREAN
CORPORATE WEBSITES
i
i
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ITable 1:1 Selected Companies
Beverage (Country) Automobile (Country) Electronics (Country)
Coca-cola (United Slates)
Pepsi Co. (United States) 
LotteChiisung (South Korea) 
Haitai Beverage(South Korea)
Ford (United States)
General Motors (United States) 
Hyundai Motor (South Korea)
Kia Motors (South Korea)
Motorola (United Slates)
Intel (United Slates)
Samsung (South Korea)
LG (South Korea)
i
Table 2: General Characteristics of Selected Companies
1 United States South Korea Total
1 No % No % No %
Mission/Vision 4 67 4 67 8 67
! History 5 83 6 100 11 92
Company info. 5 83 6 100 11 92
CEO profile 6 100 3 50 9 75
CEO’s message 5 83 3 50 8 67
Founder info. 3 50 5 83 8 67
Product introduction 6 100 5 83 11 92
Product detail 6 100 3 50 11 92
Entertainment 3 50 2 33 5 42
Revenue/Capital 5 83 6 100 11 92
Table 3: Investor Relations
! United States South Korea Total
1 No % No % No %
Annual Report 6 100 6 100 11 92
Financial info 4 67 5 83 9 75
Stock price 5 83 3 50 8 67
Stock exchange 5 83 2 33 7 58
Stock purchase 4 67 2 33 6 50
Shareholder info 5 83 3 50 8 67
1 IR news 6 100 3 50 9 75
I
I
I 100
I
I
ITable 4: Qommunity/Society Relations
United States South Korea Total
1 No % No % No %
Environment 6 100 4 67 10 83
Health 6 100 4 67 10 83
Safety 6 100 3 50 9 75
Education 5 83 4 67 9 75
R&D program 6 100 4 67 10 83
Public policy 5 83 3 50 8 67
Diversity 6 100 0 0 6 50
Table 5:,Consumer Relations and Marketing
I United States South Korea Total
No % No % No %
Cyber help 6 100 4 67 10 83
Warranty & rebate 4 67 3 50 7 58
Cyber membership 5 83 2 33 7 58
Online contact info. 5 83 2 33 7 58
Sponsorship 4 67 3 50 7 58
'Events 5 83 4 67 9 75
Advertising/PR 4 67 5 83 9 75
Coupon & sweepstakes 4 67 4 67 8 67
Table 6; Media Relations
United States South Korea Total
I No % No % No %
Press releases 6 100 4 67 10 83
Contact info. 5 83 3 50 8 67
Press kit 4 67 2 33 6 50
Photo Gallery 4 67 2 33 6 50
Commercial Archives 3 50 3 50 6 50
Publications 3 50 1 17 4 33
I
I
I
i
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i
i
Table 7: Labor/employee relations
1 United States South Korea Total
No % No % No %
Subsidiaries 4 67 5 83 9 75
Overseas operation 5 83 4 67 9 75
Different language site 4 67 6 100 10 83
Employee news 5 83 3 50 8 67
Jobs'information 6 100 4 67 10 83
Employee activities 4 67 2 33 6 50
I
I
I
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II
APPENDIX B
ENGLISH QUESTIONNAIRE
I
I
I
I
I
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Please indicate how important you think it is for a Beverage company website to
include each of the following items, even if you have not visited this type of website.
1 Not Important
i At all
Neutral Very
Important
1. Company history 1 2 3 4 5
2. Company overview1 1 2 3 4 5
3. Information about
the founder
i
1 2 3 4 5
4. CEO profile 1 2 3 4 5
5. Messages from CEO 1 2 3 4 5
6. Company’s vision
and mission
1
1 2 3 4 5
7. Labor/employee
relations
(i.e.:1 employee opportunities 
for activity)
1 2 3 4 5
8. Investor relations 1 2 3 4 5
(i.e.: stock information, financial
information, investors. Etc)
9. Products 1
(i.e.': introduction of each brand 
and product)
2 3 4 5
10. Media relations
(i.eJ: press & news release, 
press kits)
1
1 2 3 4 5
11. Community/Society 
relations
1 2 3 4 5
12. Marketing 1 2 3 4 5
13. Consumer relations 1 2 3 4 5
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Please indicate how important you think it is for an Automobile company website
to include each of the following items.
Not Important 
At all
I
Company history 1
Company overview 1
Information about 1
the founder
Neutral Very
Important
2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5
4. CEO profile 1 2 3 4 5
5. Messages from CEO 1 2 3 4 5
6. Company’s vision 
and mission
1 2 ' 3 4 5
7. Labor/employee
relations
(i.e: employee opportunities 
for activity)
1 2 3 4 5
8. Investor relations 1
(i.e.: stock information, financial 
information, investors. Etc)
I
2 3 4 5
9. Products 1
(i.e. : introduction of each brand 
and product)
2 3 4 5
10. Media relations 
(i.e:: press & news release, 
press kits)
1 2 3 4 5
11. Community/Society
relations
1 2 3 4 5
12. Marketing 1 2 3 4 5
13. Consumer relations 1 2 3 4 5
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Please indicate how important you think it is for an Electronics company website
to include each of the following items.
Not Important
■ At all
Neutral Very
Important
1. Company history 1 2 3 4 5
2.
1
Company overview 1 2 3 4 5
3. Information about1
the founder
I
1 2 3 4 5
4. CE0 profile 1 2 3 4 5
5. Messages from CEO 1 2 3 4 5
6. Cortipany’s vision 
and mission
1 2 . 3 4 5
7. Labor/employee
relations
(i.e:employee opportunities 
for activity)
1 2 3 4 5
8. Investor relations 1 2 3 4 5
(i.e.: stock information, financial
information, investors. Etc)
9. Products 1 2 3 4 5
(i.e.': introduction of each brand 
and product)
10. Media relations 1 2 3 4 5
(i.e:: press & news release, 
press kits)i
11. Community/Society 1 2 3 4 5
relationsi
12. Marketing 1 2 3 4 5
13. Consumer relations 1 2 3 4 5
i
i
i
I
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IPlease indicate your opinion about your feelings. Circle the number that you
think best represents your opinion for each item. “1” indicates that you think the
content is “strongly disagree,” “7” indicates that you think it is “strongly agree,
while a response of “4” indicates that your opinion is “neutral.”
Strongly
1 Disagreei
1. It is enjoyable to meet 1 2
and talk with my neighbors 
regularly.
2. I would not let my neighbors 1 2
borrow things from me or my
family.
i
3. Neighbors should greet each 1 2
other when they come across
each other.
i
4. I am not interested in knowing 1 2
what my neighbors are really
like.
5. When I am among colleagues/ 1 2
classmates, I think I should do
my, own thinking without 
minding about them.
6. A person ought to help a 12
colleague at work who has
financial problems.
7. I am very uncomfortable 1 2
talking about my own 
accomplishments.
8. I enjoy feeling that I am looked 1 2
upon as equal in worth to my
superiors.
1
9. It is important to develop a 1 2
network of people in my
community who can help me 
when I have tasks to 
accomplish.
10. I say “No” firmly and directly 1 2
when I have to.
Strongly
Agree
6 74 53
3 4 5 6 7
4 53 6 7
3 4 5 6 7
3 4 5 6 7
4 53 6 7
4 53 6 7
3 4 5 6 7
4 53 6 7
3 4 5 6 7
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IPlease indicate your opinion about your feelings. Circle the number that you
think best represents your opinion for each item. “1” indicates that you think the
content is “strongly disagree,” “7” indicates that you think it is “strongly agree,
while a response of “4” indicates that your opinion is “neutral.”
Strongly Strongly
Disagree Agree
1. When I interact with others, I 
prefer to talk about my feelings 
and ideas clearly and openly 
than remain silent.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
2. If I have to deliver bad news to 
someone, I prefer to phrase the 
information in a positive way, 
even if this means I’m not 
stating the information directly.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
3. When I need to communicate 
important information, I make 
a point of explaining myself 
thoroughly rather than relying 
on nonverbal cues.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
4. It is better to learn by 
observing than by talking.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
5. I believe that verbal language is 
essential to the exchange of 
message.1
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
6. Rules don’t need to be spelled 
out; the ones are left unspoken.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
7. I ain able to recognize subtle
and indirect messages.1.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
8. I am aware of the needs of the 
person with whom I am 
communicating.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
9. I avoid eye contact when I 
communicate with others.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
10. I like to be accurate whenI
I communicate.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11. I openly show my disagreement 
with others.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
12. I feel comfortable with silences 
in conversations.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
I
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Please indicate your opinion about your feelings. Circle the number that you
think best represents your opinion for each item. “1” indicates that you think the
content is “strongly disagree,” “7” indicates that you think it is “strongly agree,
while a response of “4” indicates that your opinion is “neutral.”
Strongly . Strongly
Disagree Agree
If traveling to a company 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
sponsored event on bus, I 
would offer my seat to my 
superior.
2. In the organization under 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
consideration, I don’t expect to
have a lot of direct interaction 
with those who hold the most 
power.
3. I believe that hierarchies are 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
used by the organization more
out of convenience than 
necessity.
4. I believe that change can occur 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
within the organization if
handled gradually.
5. It is not necessary to resort to 1234567 
drastic measures to encourage
those in power to listen and 
change.
6. Those who hold positions of 1234567 
power in the organization enjoy
considerable special privileges 
that others in the organization 
do' not have.
7. I believe that those in positions 1 
ofpower do their best to 
minimize inequality for all 
members of the organization.
8. I believe that employees should 1 
have directed “say” in 
company operations.
9. I believe that companies would 1 
be better run if workers had 
more say in management.
10. I believe that management of 1 
an company should involve 
employees in the directions that 
affect their work.
2 3 4 5 6 7
2 3 4 5 6 7
2 3 4 5 6 7
2 3 4 5 6 7
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Please indicate your opinion about your feelings. Circle the number that you
think best represents your opinion for each item. “1” indicates that you think the
content is “strongly disagree,” “7” indicates that you think it is “strongly agree,
while a response of “4” indicates that your opinion is “neutral.”
, Strongly Strongly
Disagree Agree
1. I prefer structured situations 
to unstructured situations.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
2. I prefer specific instructions to 
broad guidelines.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
3. I tend to get anxious easily 
when I don’t know an outcome.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
4. I feel stressful when I cannot 
predict consequences.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
5. I would not take risks when 
outcome cannot be predicted.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
6. I believe that rules should not 
be taken for mere pragmatic 
reasons.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
7. I don’t like ambiguous 
situations
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
8. I tend to show emotions openly 
in the workplace, and in the 
various social groups that I 
belong to.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
9. I believe that conflict can be a 
productive tool and I feel safe 
arguing about ideas.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
10. I believe that organizations are 
more efficient and productive 
with fewer rules laws governing 
what members can and cannot 
do.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11. I work to succeed; it is very 
important to me to avoid 
failure.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
12.
1
If I didn’t need the money, I 
probably wouldn’t work much, 
if at all.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
i
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IPlease indicate your opinion about your feelings. Circle the number that you
think best represents your opinion for each item. “1” indicates that you think the
content is “strongly disagree,” “7” indicates that you think it is “strongly agree,
while a response of “4” indicates that your opinion is “neutral.”
i Strongly
I Disagreei
1. Managers of an organizations 1 2
expected to be decisive and
assertive.
i
2. I tend to emphasize ambition, 1 2
acquisition.
3. I tend to stress caring and 1 2
nurturing behaviors, sexuality,
environmental awareness.i
4. I believe that parents have to 1 2
earn their children’s respect
and love.i
5. Parents should always be 12
respected regardless of qualities
and faults.
6. The decisions of our managers/ 1 2
leaders of our organizations
should be based on facts.I
7. I can’t perform a job of good 1 2
quality without it being
measured and evaluated.
8. Hard facts and numbers are 1 2
always preferable to verbal
data when a decision is to be 
made.
9. For me, it’s important that the 1 2
job I do always is done in the
best possible way even if this 
means frequent changes in 
procedures and organization.
Strongly
Agree
5 6 7
3 4 5 6 7
3 4 5 6 7
3 4 5 6 7
3 4 5 6 7
3 4 5 6 7
I
I
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I
I
i
I
Please answer following questions.
1.; How many hours a day do you usually spend using each of the following 
media?
TV ( ) hrs ( ) minutes
Radio ( )hrs ( ) minutes
Newspaper ( ) hrs ( ) minutes
Magazine ( )hrs ( ) minutes
Internet ( ) hrs ( ) minutes
2) Your gender? ____________ Male ___________ Female
3j. Your age ? ( ) years old
I
4. Your year in college? _________ Freshman ________Sophomore
1 _________ Junior _______ Senior
' _________ Graduate
5. What is your ethnicity? (Mark one)
j __________ Caucasian (White)
! __________ African American
| __________ Hispanic
[ __________ Asian-Pacific
__________ Native American
__________ Others (Specify: )
6. Are you a US citizen? __________ Yes _______ No
If not, what is your country of origin? ( )
I
I
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APPENDIX C
KOREAN QUESTIONNAIRE
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